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This  report  descrlh  -ft  the  rcaulU  ot  an  oxplurnn  iy  research  project 
designed  to  provide the  Dopartmunt  of  Hie  Army  wilh  a  profile  of  individuals 
discharged  undue  the  Trainee  Dl  charge  Program  (TOP),  The  TDP  was 
Implemented  on  I  September  1973  and  was  intended  to  provide  the  Army  with 
a  mechanism  for  rapidly  eliminating  trainee*  who  allow  themselves  to  bo 
marginal  or  poor  performer*  during  their  first  179  day*  of  active  duly 
service,  Thl*  report  describe*  (I)  the  sociological  and  psychological  char¬ 
acteristic*  of  TDP  dlschn rgoos,  (?.)  the  reasons  they  are  selected  for  early 
discharge,  and  (3)  the  manner  In  which  the  discharge  process  is  performed. 

The  results  of  thin  Inquiry  are  based  on  sample  surveys  of  BCV  and  AH' 
trainees  and  training  cadre  stationed  at  two  Army  po.,ts  during  the  period  of 
May- July  1975.  Care  was  tnkt«n  to  assure  that  the  samples  were  representa¬ 
tive  of  the  papulations  from  which  they  were  drawn. 

The  TDP  discharged!,  nu  compared  with  their  training  cohorts  who  wore 
Judged  likely  to  complete  their  first  1  HO  day#  of  active  service  successfully,  wore 
more  likely  to  have  experienced  prior  to  entering  the  service!  less  educational 
achievement,  poor  school  relations,  unemployment,  fewer  supervisory  respon¬ 
sibilities,  loss  Joli  satisfaction,  poor  Interpersonal  relations  In  their  work 
environment,  and  a  law  sense  of  personal  competence.  Their  decision  to  enlist 
Is  more  often  prompted  by  tholr  de>;lre  for  a  steady  job,  their  desire  to  avoid  or 
resolve  financial  problems,  and  the  advice  they  received  from  persons  outside 
tholr  Immediate  families,  Moreover,  when  consulted,  their  parents  were  less 
likely  to  have  favored  tholr  decision  to  enlist. 

The  TDP  discharge  and  non-dischargees  are  essentially  the  same  In  terms  of 
the  type  of  home  environment  in  which  they  grew  up,  their  marital  status  and 
quality  of  marital  relations,  their  levels  of  pre-enlistment  drug  use  and  juvenile 
dolluqvuincy,  and  their  sense  of  personal  anxiety  during  Army  training,  They 
wore  also  comparable  to  the  successful  trainees  in  the  extent  to  which,  prior  to 
enlisting  In  the  Army,  they*  were  employed  at  paid  inbs,  had  financial  emblems, 
were  offered  guaranteed  training  and  choice  of  duty  station  by  their  recruiters, 
and  wore  promised  by  a  civilian  that  they  would  have  a  job  waiting  for  them  when 
they  wore  discharged  from  the  service, 

The  Program  Is  discussed  in  terms  of  it#  strengths  and  weaknesses 
evidenced  in  interviews  with  training  cadre,  and  >  pacific  <u  tlon  steps  are  suggested 
to  improve  it,  Overall,  the  Trainee  Discharge  Program  Is  shown  to  he  providing 
u  generally  efficient  and  equitable  means  for  local  commander*  to  rapidly  screen 
out,  at  an  early  stage  of  tholr  enlistment,  soldiers  who  show  themselves  to  be 
unsuitable  for  further  military  service, 
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INTRODUCTION 


This  report  describee  the  results  of  »  six-month  explora¬ 
tory  research  project  designed  to  provide  the  Department  of  the  Army 
wtth  a  profile  of  individuals  discharged  under  the  Trainee  Discharge 
Program  (TDP).  ,  In  this  report,  we  will  focus  especially  on  the  rosutts 
of  our  efforts  to  dovolop  a  sociological  and  psychological  profile  of  the 
individuals  who  aro  discharged  undef*  the  Program,  the  reasons  they  are 
discharged,  and  the  manner  in  which  the  TDP  discharge  process  is 
performed, 


U 1  Program  Obi ccti vos 

The  Program  was  implemented  on  1  September  1973  with 
the  issuanco  of  Training  and  Doctrine  Command  Circular  635-1 
(Department  of  the  Army,  1973).  Tho  circular  stated  that  tho  Pro¬ 
gram's  primary  objective  was  to  facilitate  the  ",,, rapid  identi¬ 
fication  and  separation  from  the  training  cycle  of  those  individuals 
who  are  unacceptable  for  further  military  service"  (Ibid. ,  p.  2), 
Generally  speaking,  tho  TDP  was  purposely  designed  to  provide  n 
moans  of  rapidly  eliminating  marginal  or  poor  performers  from 
tho  Army  during  their  first  179  days  of  active  service  by  using 
streamlined  administrative  procedures  with  n  minimum  of  paperwork, 
(Ibid,  p,  7),  Moru  specifically,  the  Program  was  designed  to 
provido  local  commanders  with  a  moans  of  identifying  and  expedi¬ 
tiously  discharging  ", . ,  cniistoos  who  aro  unacceptable  for  furthor 
military  service  duo  to  demonstrated  deficiencies  in  aptitudo, 
attitude,  motivation  or  solf-diBciplino"  (Ibid  . .  p.  3).  Aptitude  is 
defined  in  tho  Program  directive  ns  being  the  enlistee's  "capacity 
for  learning  attitudo  refers  to  the  enlistee's  "orientation 
toward  the  military!  1  motivation  refers  to  tho  onllsteo's  "desire 
to  meet  standards!"  self -discipline  refers  to  the  onlistoes' 

"ability  to  correct  themselves," 

Tho  TRADOC  Circular  635-1  specifically  warns  that  the 
Program  Is  to  bo  kept  "separate  and  apart  from  -  and  will  not  be 
used  as  a  substitute  for  -  administrative  separation  for  fraudulent 
enlistment,  concealment  of  arrest  record,  unfitnoss,  or  because  of 
physical  or  mental  defects  warranting  separation  through  medical 
channels"  (Ibid. .  p.  7).  The  directive  furthor  stipulates  that  tho 
Program  is  not  to  bo  "utilisod  in  lieu  of  disciplinary  actions" 

(llaid,  ,  p.  7), 


. . 
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Scope 

From  the  beginning,  responsibility  for  implamenting  the 
Program  haa  rested  primarily  on  TRADOC  training  activities, 
although  FORSCOM  la  also  reiponaible  for  implementing  the  Program 
at  lta  installations  conducting  advanced  training.  Within  TRADOC  , 
all  Installation*  engaged  in  BCT,  BT,  MBT,  AIT  and  AIT/OJTT 
training,  as  woll  as  some  service  schools,  are  responsible  for  im« 
plementing  tho  Program.  Most  discharges  under  the  Program  are 
administered  to  soldiers  undergoing  BCT  and  AIT. 

Tho  TDP  has  made  a  substantial  impact  6n  earlv  separation 
ratoa  among  Army  trainees.  During  the  last  quarter  of  FY1975,  the 
Army  lost  trainees  through  TDP  discharges  at  a  rate  of  12,  2  percent 
(Department  of  the  Army,  1975c). 


1.3  FnllJloo_Fyaluay.on_a.nd  Discharge  Procedures 

The  process  by  which  an  enlistee  is  to  be  discharged  from 
aetlvo  duty  under  tho  TDP,  according  to  the  635-1  directive,  can  be 
divided  into  three  basic  phasosi  Identification,  evaluation  and  process 
ina  for  discharge  .  Tho  Identification  phase  is  Intended  to  begin  with 
tho  observation  of  tho  trainoe  at  company  level  by  train! ig  cadre.  The 
training  cadre  arc  directed  to  Identify  enlistees  whom  they  deem 
suitable  for  oarly  discharge  undor  tho  TDP  using  the  four  psycho¬ 
social  criteria  described  above,  With  the  identification  of  enlistees' 
deficiencies  in  the  areas  of  aptitude,  attitude,  motivation,  and/or 
solf-discipline,  a  member  of  the  chain  of  command  (usually  the  first 
line  supervisor)  is  directed  to  evaluate  and  counsel  the  enlistees 
to  assist  them  in  correcting  their  shortcomings.  In  the  original  ver¬ 
sion  of  the  635-1  circular, , tho  member  of  the  chain  of  command  was 
to  "interview"  the  enlistee*  to  assist  them  in  correcting  their  faults. 

In  tho  later  version  of  the  circular  (Department  of  the  Army,  14 
November  1974),  the  person  was  directed  to  observe  und  counsel  the 
trainoe.  If  thia  counseling  does  not  produce  sufficient  improvement, 
the  company  commander  is  to  bo  informed  of  the  problem.  The 
company  commander  is  then  directed  to  order  that  a  second,  separate 
evaluation  bo  nuvdo  of  the  enlistee,  either  within  the  same  company  but 
in  a  different  platoon, or  in  a  different  company.  If  tho  results  of  the 
sacond  evaluation  essentially  support  those  of  the  first,  discharge 
procedures  are  to  be  initiated. 

The  discharge  process  is  supposed  to  begin  with  the  written 
notification  of  the  enlistee  by  his  immediate  commander  of  tho  pro¬ 
posed  discharge  and  the  reasons  for  it.  Tho  trainee  has  tho  right  to 
rebut  tho  charges  and/or  have  a  counsel  prusent  to  assist  him  in 
preparing  a  return  endorsement.  In  the  second  (14  November  lb74) 
issuance  of  the  TRADOC  circular  635-1,  counsel  was  designated  to  be 
a  commissioned  officer  in  the  grade  of  First  Lieutenant  or  higher, 

*  TKo  rate  is  computed  by“ * ' viding  the  discharges  for  that 
quarter  by  accession  populations  which  were  in  training  during  that 
period, 

!•* 


but  not  necessarily  a  lawyer  (Department  of  the  Army,  14  Novem¬ 
ber  1974),  The  command  is  also  directed  to  provide  all  necessary 
administrative  support  to  assist  the  individual  in  preparing  a  re* 
turn  endorsement,  If  the  soldier  refuses  to  endorse  the  recommen- 
dation  for  discharge,  the  commander  is  directed  to  inform  the 
individual  that  such  a  refusal  is  not  a  basis  for  discontinuing  the 
discharge  procoss.  If  the  soldier  still  persists  in  the  refusal, 
the  commander  is  directed  to  prepare  a  written  statement  to  that 
effect  in  the  form  of  a  lettefr  and  forward  the  letter  and  unsigned 
endorsement  form  through  channels  to  the  commander  exercising 
discharge  authority,  A  copy  of  an  endorsement  form  prepared  for 
the  trainee  by  the  local  commander  is  included  in  Appendix  E, 

1,4  Discharge  Authority 

If  the  enlistee  does  not  rebut  the  proposed  discharge,  the 
commander  exorcising  special  court-martial  jurisdiction  is  authorised 
to  order  the  discharge.  This  is  usually  the  brigade  commander  in 
a  BCT  or  AIT  activity.  If  the  soldier  does  rebut  the  proposed  discharge, 
then  the  commander  exercising  general  court-martial  jurisdiction 
is  authorised  to  order  the  discharge.  This  is  usually  the  post 
commander  in  a  BCT  or  AIT  training  command.  If  the  recommendation 
is  not  approved,  the  trainee  ie  to  continue  his  training.  If  the 
discharging  authority  does  approve  the  discharge,  tin?  papers  are 
forwarded  to  the  appropriate  personnel  separation  activity  to  begin 
the  trainee's  outprocossing,  it  is  specified  in  the  Program  directive 
that  the  "discharge  should  be  accomplished  within  4  working  days 
following  approval  by  the  discharge  authority"  (Department  of  the 
Army,  1973,  p,  9)  and  the  discharge  process  is  to  bo  completed  prior 
to  the  enlistee's  180th  day  of  active  duty  to  preclude  accrual  of 
veteran's  benefit's. 

The  Program  directive  is  somewhat  vague  about  where  the 
trainees  are  to  be  quartered  and  what  duties  they  are  to  perform  after 
they  have  have  undergone  the  second  evaluation  at  the  company  level 
and  before  they  are  officially  discharged  from  the  service.  On  the 
question  pf  trainee  disposition  during  the  discharge  process,  the 
TRADOC  directive  only  states  that  the  individual  will  bo  "directed  to 
an  appropriate  separation  activity  "  (Ibid,  ,p,7).  Also  it  is  not  dear 
how  long  the  trainees  should  remain  in  their  training  unit  and  continue 
normal  training  activities  once  they  receive  a  second  negative  evalu¬ 
ation  at,  the  company  level, 

l,  5  The  Need  (or  Program  Evaluation 

Although  the  TRADOC  Circular  635-1  called  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  an  information  system  with  which  the  Program  could  be 
monitored,  it  did  not  establish  a  procedure  for  evaluating  the  Program. 
In  mid-1964,  a  special  advise  y  panel  initiated  a  brief  evaluation 
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of  the  Program  bated  on  interviews  of  training  cadre  at  Forts 
Jackton  and  Ord,  Bated  on  ita  finding!,  the  panel  recommended 
that  retearch  bo  undertaken  to  determine  why  recruit*  wore  being 
discharged  under  the  Program  (OASD,  1974) ;  i,o, ,  what  aro  the 
criteria  being  used  by  training  cadro  to  select  tr&inoot  for  dls- 
charge.  This  recommendation  wat  fallowed  by  Secrotary  of  the 
Army's  request  in  early  1975  for  information  on  what  types  of 
persons  wero  being  discharged  under  the  TDP  in  terms  of  their 
social  and  psychological  characteristics.  The  exploratory  research 
reported  hero  was  undertaken  in  response  to  these  recognised  needs. 

It,  therefore,  has  two  major  objectives! 

t  to  develop  a  social  psychological  profilo  of  tho 
TDP  discharge^  and 

e  to  evaluate  and  describe  the  TDP  in  terms  of  its 

intended  objectives,  scope,  procedures,  and  outcomes, 
and  in  terms  of  how  those  Program  features  have 
evolved 

In  the  next  section,  wc  shall  describe  the  research  procedures 
wo  used  to  obtain  our  tentative  answers  to  these  questions.  In  tho 
third  section,  wc  will  describe  the  rosults  of  our  research,  Finally, 
we  will  discuss  thoso  rosults  in  light  of  their  implications  for  Army 
human  rosourcoa  research,  public  policy  making,  and  tho  possible 
need  for  change  to  make  the  Program  more  fair,  efficient  and  effec¬ 
tive. 
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2. 


DESIGN  AND  PROCEDURES 


2. 1  Rcgaftfch  Design 

The  research  reported  here  has  several  principal  characteristic!!. 

It  Is,  first  of  all.  exploratory,  for  It  is  limited  in  scope  and  is  intended  to 
point  the  way  for  more  extensive  research  efforts  on  the  Trainee  Discharge 
Program.  It  is  also  descriptive  in  that  we  are  attempting  to  provide  a  limited 
but  accurate  view  of  the  Program  in  terms  of  Its  evolving  goals,  procedures, 
operating  personnel,  and  outcomes.  Furthermore,  our  research  design  is 
also,  In  part,  cross-sectional  in  that  w«  are  seeking  to  analyze  and  compare 
at  one  point  In  time  samples  of  three  groups  of  personnel  -  the  TDP  dischargees, 
training  cadre  who  evaluated  the  dischargees  and  selected  them  for  separation 
under  the  TDP,  and  the  dischargees'  peers  who  were  .effective  soldiers  and 
were  not  likely  to  be  selected  for  early  discharge  under  the  TDP.  Finally,  our 
research  is,  in  part,  longitudinal  for  we  are  also  attempting  to  measure, 
certain  TDP  discharge  background  characteristics  over  time. 


There  are  five  basic  procedural  stops  in  our  research  design:  (1) 
conduct  interviews  of  persons  involved  in  implementing  the  TDP  in  the 
field  to  gain  insights  as  what  the  Program's  goalst  processes,  and  out¬ 
come*  are  likely  to  be,  (2)  develop  survey  instruments  to  gather  information 
about  the  Program  from  a  larger  and  more  representative  sample,  (3) 
administer  the  instruments  in  a  survey  of  Army  trainees  and  training  cadre, 
(4)  develop  psychometric  measures  from  the  data,  and  (5)  analyze  the  data 
using  multivariate  statistical  techniques. 

2,  2  Procedures 

2.2.1  Initial  Field  Interviews 

In  April  and  early  May  1975,  after  reviewing  all  published  in¬ 
formation  on  the  TDP,  we  conducted  a  series  of  approximately  sixty 
interviews  of  Army  personnel  at  Forts  Knox  and  Wood.  Forts  Knox  and 
Wood  were  selected  as  survey  sites  for  both  the  initial  and  final  surveys 
because th«y  are  representative  of  Army  posts  having  a  substantial  BCT/ 
AIT  function  and  have  trainees  drawn  from  most  regions  of  the  United 
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States.  These  posts  were  also  appropriate  in  that  they  were  near  our 
office*  and  thereby  represented  a  savings  in  travel  costs. 

The  primary  purposes  of  the  initial  Interviews  wore  to  (1)  gain 
more  information  about  the  TDP  and  how  it  is  implemented  in  the  field, 

(2)  generate  Information  to  develop  an  interview  schedule  for  surveying 
Army  training  cadre  and  trainees  about  the  Program,  and  (3)  establish 
a  working  relationship  with  commanders  and  training  personnel  at  these 
posts  to  facilitate  our  subsequent  administration  of  a  final  survey,  We 
wore  specifically  interested  In  knowing  how  we  could  most  efficiently 
obtain  information  about  the  Program  in  terms  of  what  types  of  persons 
are  and  are  not  discharged  under  the  Program,  how  persons  are 
processed  for  discharge  under  the  Program,  why  persons  are  discharged 
under  the  Program,  and  what  adjustment  dischargees  make  when  they 
return  to  civilian  life. 

There  were  three  groups  of  personnel  included  in  the  interviews. 
The  first  group  included  high  ranking  officers  involved  in  formulating, 
implementing  and  monitoring  the  TOP.  These  interviews  provided  a 
general  overview  of  Army  leaders'  perceptions  of  the  Program,  and  gave 
us  the  opportunity  to  acquire  governmental  statistics  on  the  Program 
from  personnel  chargod  with  monitoring  it.  These  interviews  also  served 
to  help  us  establish  working  relations  with  the  commands  that  would  be 
surveyed  as  part  of  our  field  research.  The  second  category  of  inter¬ 
viewees  Included  Army  personnel  engaged  in  identifying,  evaluating,  and 
separating  trainees  under  the  TOP.  This  group  included  company -level 
training  cadre  (ranging  from  company  commanders  to  assistant  platoon 
sergeants),  JAG  officers  and  staff  personnel,  chaplains,  equal  opportunity/ 
human  relations  officers  and  staff  personnel,  psychiatrists,  psychologists, 
social  workers,  and  mental  hygiene  specialists.  These  were  the  persons 
identified  in  our  initial  interviews  as  being  most  frequently  involved  in  the 
TDP  discharge  process.  Our  primary  aim  in  interviewing  this  group  was 
to  begin  to  gather  information  for  developing  a  structured  interview  schedule 
to  be  administered  in  a  survey  of  Army  personnel  designed  to  determine  the 
selection  criteria  and  processes  being  used  to  effect  TDP  discharges  .  The 
thiKl  group  of  interviewees  included  approximately  ten  DCT  and  ten  AIT 
trainees  who  had  been  recommended  for  discharge  under  the  TDP.  Our 
primary  purpose  in  interviewing  the  trainees  was  to  determine  to  what 
extent  these  persons  were  likely  to  be  willing  and  able  to  respond  to 
specific  questions  concerning  their  Army  experiences  after  they  were 
discharged  from  the  Army.  Most  importantly,  after  their  discharge, 
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vv«  wanted  to  determine  whether  thee*  prospective  dlechargeee  knew  where 
they  would  be  staying  and  If  they  would  be  willing  and  able  to  ba  Interviewed 
by  telephone  at  that  time. 

These  initial  Interview*  were  conducted  In  a  variety  of  setting* 
ranging  from  quiet  office*  to  rifle  range*,  But  with  very  few  exception*, 
the  Interview*  were  performed  In  private  without  axcaaelv©  Interruptions 
or  distraction*,  The  Interview*  lasted  approximately  45  minute*  for  the 
cadre  and  AO  minute*  for  the  trainees,  Each  interviewee  wa*  assured  that 
Ida  responses  would  (l)  remain  anonymous,  (2)  be  used  to  evaluate  the 
TDF  as  a  whole,  as  opposed  (o  being  used  to  evaluate  or  compare  certain 
units,  and  (51  be  used  only  to  describe  group  and  not  Individual  characteristics, 

The  results  of  these  Initial,  open -ended,  relatively  non-standard 
Interviews  provided  us  with  the  Information  we  needed  to  determine 
what  the  content,  structure,  and  format  of  our  subsequent  survey  in¬ 
struments  anti  methods  should  be  if  we  were  to  gather  valid  and  reliable 
Information  on  the  Inputs,  processes,  and  outcomes  of  the  TDF,  And 
most  Importantly,  It  did  provide  us  evidence  that  the  dischargees  had  a 
definite  idea  of  where  they  could  be  contacted  for  a  post-discharge  tele¬ 
phone  Interview,  and  If  contacted,  whether  they  would  agree  to  bo  Interviewed, 

2,2,2  Developing  the  Purvey  Instruments 

Based  on  the  data  received  In  our  review  of  the  TDF  documentation 
and  our  Initial  field  Interviews,  wo  constructed  l'"ir  survey  Instruments: 

(I)  a  training  cadre  structured  Interview  schedule,  (2)  a  TDF  dischargee 
initial  contact  form,  (5)  a  sell -administered  questionnaire  to  be  completed 
by  a  comparative  sample  of  trainees  who  had  not,  and  were  not  likely  lo 
be,  selected  for  discharge  under  the  TDF,  and  (4)  a  structured  telephone 
interview  schedule  to  be  administered  to  TDF  dischargees  alter  they  are 
separated  from  the  Army.  * 


2,  A  The  Survey  Samples 


The  survey  sample  consisted  of  TDF  dischargees,  members  of 
their  company -level  training  cadre,  and  a  comparative  group  of  trainees 
who  were  euccessfully  completing  Ihelr  DCT  and/or  AIT  and  wove  not 
likely  to  be  discharged  under  the  TDF. 


1  The  training  cadre,  TDF  dlechargee,  and  non-dlschargee  survey  Instruments 
and  response  distributions  are  presented  in  Appendix  C, 
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2,  3,1  The  Dischargee  Sample 

The  disehargoe  sample  consists  of  male  BCT  and  AIT  trainees 
who  wore  undergoing  training  at  Forts  Knox  and  Wood  during  the  period  of 
late  May  -  early  July  of  1975,  The  dischargee  sample  was  drawn  from  the 
v  entire  population  of  soldiers  being  processed  (or  TDF  discharges  during 
the  random  periods  we  visited  the  two  posts.  Some  of  the  basic  social  and 
military  background  characteristics  of  the  dischargee  sample  are 
prosontod  In  Appendix  D, 

To  tost  whether  our  sample  Is  representative  of  the  Army- side 
population  of  TDP  dischargees,  wo  compared  throe  characteristics!  racial 
composition,  AFQT,  and  educational  achievement  level.  We  found  our 
sample  and  the  Army-wide  populations  to  be  nearly  identical  in  terms  of 
AFQT  score  and  quite  similar  In  terms  of  racial  composition.  In  terms  of 
oducatlonl  achievement  level,  however,  our  sample  ranked  higher  than  the 
1973  and  197<l  Army -wide  TDP  dischargee  populations,  This  difference  is 
probably  a  function  of  cohort  bias  reflecting  the  recent  trend  toward  higher 
educational  achievement  among  Army  recruits  and  TDP  dischargees  as  the 
national  economy  has  worsened,  unemployment  rates  have  increased,  and 
Army  recruiters  have  been  directed  to  select  more  high  school  graduates 
and  fewer  non-graduates,  (See  U.  S.  Department  of  the  Army,  1975c), 

Our  sample  has  throe  basic  limitations.  First,  although  the  TDP 
applies  to  DT,  Mivr,  A.IT/OJT  trainees,  as  well  as  BCT  and  AIT  trainees, 
wo  only  sampled  soldiers  from  DOT  and  AIT  units.  This  was  done  because 
BCT  and  AIT  trainees  make  up  approximately  80  to  90  percent  of  all  TDP 
dischargees*  and  limited  resources  ami  cost -benefit  considerations  led 
us  to  restrict  our  sample  to  those  Army  trainees  who  are  most  affected  by  the 
TDP. 


This  estimate  is  based  on  averages  provided  to  the  authors  via  telephone 
by  the  Department  of  the  Army  on  24  October  1975, 
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T  .  f,OCOn?’  n“P  1aami'lt'  l*  BabJ«cl  to  a  ■«a»on«l  bias.  During  June  And 
July,  there  la  a  relative  increase  in  the  number*  of  trainees  from  Army 

2?J”V0»  Nftiional  QuarjUROTG  and  the  U.B.-  Military  Academy  Corps  of 

tl\edN?tion^l#0^ddI^RA  ^ TC  aJd  USMA  C*d*t§  from  our  «»mPUn8  frame  but 
k , National  Quard  and  Army  Reserve  trainees  were  included,  Thus, 

although  the  majority  of  our  dischargees  were  RA  enlistees  (56,4%),  our 

dischargee  sample  Is  probably  more  representative  of  TDP  dischargees  during 
the  summer  months,  *  ' 

Finally,  our  sample  is  also  not  representative  of  the  Army -wide  TDP 

pnpu1Utlon  iM  t01'ma  of  sender.  During  the  first  six  months  of 
FY1975,  more  than  one. sixth  of  the  TDP  dischargees  Army-wide  were 
female  (Ibid), However,  our  sample  is  comprised  entirely  of  nudes.1 

.  .  J**™""***'  owr  in  apparently  representative  of  the  Army- 

wide  TDP  dischargee  population  in  terms  of  mental  ability,  racial  composition, 
and  educational  achievement,  but  it  is  not  representative  In  terms  of  gender 
type  ol  training  engaged  in,  or  source  of  recruitment, 

2*  3,2  The  Training  Cadre  Sample 

The  training  cadre  sample  consists  of  110  cadre  who  wore  identified 
as  being  directly  Involved  In  processing  one  or  more  of  the  trainees  Included 
n  our  dischargee  sample.  Some  of  the  basic  military  background  character¬ 
istics  of  the  cadre  sample  are  presented  In  Appendix  D, 

Our  training  cadre  sample  la  limited  in  the  sense  that  we  focused 
our  Inquiry  on  the  company-level  training  cadre  involved  in  the  TDP  discharge 
process,'  This  was  done  because  our  Initial  field  interviews  revealed  that 
those  were  the  persons  who  played  key  roles  in  Implementing  the  Trainee 
Discharge  Progrant,  There  are,  of  course,  other  Army  personnel  playing 
important  roles  itt  the  TDP  discharge  evaluation  process,  especially 
battalion  commanders  and  Army  personnel  engaged  in  psychotherapeutic 
and  pastoral  counseling, 


Wo  were  able  to  interview  only  one  female  TDP  dischargee,  but  we  could 
not  locate  her  to  interview  her  after  she  left  the  service,  Therefore, 
she  had  to  be  oxcludud  front  the  sample. 
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Bub  our  initi&l  interview*  revealed  that  theee  persons  play  eecondary  rolea 
in  the  TDP  discharge  process  aa  compared  with  company-level  training 
cadre,  Therefore,  given  the  exploratory  nature  of  thia  inquiry  and  the 
limited  time  and  roaourcea  available,  our  cadre  aamplo  waa  reatrictod 
to  company-level  training  cadre  who  were  moat  involved  In  identifying, 
evaluating  and  recommandlng  membera  of  our  diachargee  aamplo  for 
aoparatitm  under  tho  TDP, 

2,  '3,'B  The  Control  Group  Sample 

The  control  group  (non-dlechargee)  aample  conatata  of  63  BCT 
and  AIT  trainees  who  wore  randomly  selected  from  among  tho  dischargees' 
training  cohorta  whoao  performance  Indicated  that  it  waa  unlikely  that  they 
would  be  discharged  under  tho  TDP, 

Thia  ia  more  of  a  comparative  aample  to  bo  used  to  highlight  the 
differences  between  tho  TDP  dischargee  and  the  non-dlachargoo,  rather 
than  a  true  control  group.  However,  for  purposes  of  exposition  wo  refer 
to  thorn  aa  tho  "non-diuchargoe"  or  "control"  aample  of  thia  report.  The 
basic  social  and  military  background  characteristics  of  this  aample  are 
also  listed  In  Appendix  D, 

2. 4  The  Final  Survey  Process 

Wo  initiated  tho  final  aurvoy  process  by  contacting  prospective 
TOP  dischargees  at  Forts  Knox  and  Wood  after  their  discharges  had  boon 
approved  by  tho  appropriate  commander  but  prior  to  their  actual  separation 
from  service.  Most  of  tho  dischargees  were  interviewed  at  tho  posts' 
"transfer  point"  after  their  separation  papers  had  been  processed  and 
after  they  had  received  their  orders  and  discharge  certificate,  Tho 
primary  purpose  of  this  initial  contact  wan  to  determine  if  tho  dis¬ 
chargee  would  bo  willing  to  participate  in  a  post -discharge  telephone 
inter  view  and,  if  so,  where  he  or  she  could  be  reached.  Ninety -nine  percent 
of  those  contacted  volunteered  to  be  Interviewed,  Of  the  four  trainees 
who  rofusod,  throe  reported  t hoy  did  so  bucauso  they  wished  to  sever  all 
ties  with  the  Army, 

Subsequent  to  thosu  interviews,  we  recorded  certain  background 
information  from  tho  dlschargoos'  personnel  records  and  made  an  appoint¬ 
ment  to  interview  cadre  who  were  reported  by  the  dischargees  to  have 
boon  most  involved  In  counseling  and  evaluating  them  for  discharge, 
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This  wii  usually  either  their  company  commander  or  one  of  their  drill 

sergeants. 

The  second  dischargee  interview  was  conducted  by  telephone  from 
one  to  thirteen  full  weeks  after  the  trainee's  discharge.  The  interviews  were 
administered,  on  the  average,  6.2  weeks  after  discharge  with  .seven  weeks 
being  i ho  modal  amount  of  Hmo  olc.paod.  The  telephone  interviews  lasted 
29  to  30  minutes.  Failures  to  reach  the  dischargees  were  lessened  by 
calling  during  evenings  and  weekends,  asking  persons  at  the  dischargee's 
residence  to  have  the  dischargee  call  back  collect,  and/or  making  several 
calls  back.  The  dischargees  were  again  assured  that  their  responses 
would  remain  anonymous  and  would  in  no  way  affect  their  status  with  tho 
Federal  government  or  subsequent  employers.  They  were  also  awarded 
ten  dollars  each  for  participating  In  the  survey. 

Our  efforts  to  gain  the  dischargees'  trust  and  cooperation  were 
rewarded  with  an  excellent  response  rate.  Of  the  2\*8  dischargees  who, 
prior  to  discharge,  wore  contacted  and  who  volunteered  lo  participate  Inn 
post-discharge  telephone  Interview,  wo  were  able  to  roach  81,  9  percent  by 
telephone  or  letter,  Of  these,  98,4  percent  agreed  to  cooperate  ami  were 
Interviewed, 

Tho  survey  of  the  "control"  group  of  non -dischargees  was  performed 
using  a  self -administered  questionnaire  adapted  from  the  discharge  Interview 
schedule  (See  Appendix  C),  The  questionnaires  were  administered  by  our 
field  research  staff  In  classroom  settings  free  of  distractions.  The  in¬ 
structions  given  to  each  respondent  were  road  from  the  first  page  of  the 
questionnaire,  The  questionnaire  took  approximately  30  minutes  to  complete 
and  was  administered  to  a  total  sample  of  63  soldiers.  All  of  the  trainees 
completed  their  questionnaires  and  none  of  the  completed  questionnaires  had 
to  be  eliminated  because  of  response  bias. 

2.  5  Scale  and  Index  Construction  Procedures 

In  order  to  test  and  enhance  the  reliability  and  validity  of  our  response 
data,  several  psychometric  scales  and  sociological  indices  were  constructed. 

In  creating  a  scale  or  Index  from  an  item  pool,  the  first  step  was  to  eliminate 
any  case  lacking  responses  to  more  than  one -third  of  all  items.  Next  a  cor¬ 
relation  matrix  was  generated  for  all  the  items.  If  visual  inspection  of  the 
matrix  revealed  that  an  Item  correlated  poorly  with  the  rest  of  the  Item  pool, 
the  item  was  omitted.  Reliability  coefficients  (alpha)  were  then  computed 
separately  for  both  the  control  and  experimental  groups.  Coefficient  alpha 


represents  the  expected  correlation  of  the  tuat  scale  with  another  scale  of 
the  same  length  purporting  to  measure  the  lime  construct  (Normally,  1967, 
p.19?).'  Reliability  coefficients  as  low  as  .SO  ure  deemed  sstisfsctory 
for  exploratory  research  such  ss  that  reported  here  (Ibid,  .n.  226). 


4.  RESULTS 


The  result*  of  our  inquiry  are  described  here  it\  throe  subsections. 
First,  wo  will  present  a  social  psychological  profile  of  the  characto viatic* 
of  individual*  who  receive  TOP  dUeharge*,  Wo  will  al*o  romp* re  the 
TDP  dUchargces'  charaeteriatlc*  with  tho*e  of  their  training  cohort*  who 
are  likely  to  successfully  complete  their  flr*t  IttO  day*  of  service,  Second, 
wo  will  present  wlr.it  our  survey*  have  revealed  concerning  the  way  the 
TDP  in  being  Implemented  In  the  field.  Wo  will  particularly  focus  on  the 
goal*  of  the  TDP,  the  resource*  and  procedures  used  to  effect  these  goals, 
and  the  degree  to  which  these  institutional  characteristics  differ  from  those 
prescribed  in  the  Program's  directive*.  Third,  we  will  describe  the  train* 
ing  cadre1*  opinions  about  what  changes  should  be  made  to  improvo  the 
Program, 

4, 1  Social  Psychological  Profile  of  tip?  TDP  Disc  ha  ego  e  s 


Our  purpose  in  this  subsection  U  to  provide  a  profile  of  the  TDP  dis¬ 
chargees  in  terms  of  their  background,  altitudinal  and  behavioral  characteristics, 
Wo  will  especially  focus  on  those  characteristics  that  differentiate  discharges 
from  Army  trainees  who  are  likely  to  complete  their  first  180  days  of  active 
duty,  Thu  data  reported  hove  arc  drawn  from  the  TDP  dischargee  and  non* 
dischargee  samples  described  above, 

4, 1,1  Personal  and  Family  background 

The  TDP  dischargees  and  the  non-dischargees  were  basically 
the  same  in  terms  of  their  social  background  characteristics,  They  do  not 
differ  significantly  In  terms  ot  racial  ancestry >  regional  nr  eommnnitv 
origins,  parental  socio-economic  ami  marital  statuses,  present  e  or 
absence  of  parentts!  while  growing  up,  number  or  types  of  siblings,  parental 
or  fraternal  military  experience,  pro -enlistment  marital  and  socio-economic 
statuses,  spouse's  employment  status,  or  quality  of  either  pro-marital  or 
marital  family  relations, 

4,  d,  d  Educational  background 

The  two  groups  did  differ  somewhat  in  terms  of  their  members  pvo- 
enliatment:  levels  of  educational  achievement  and  experience.  The  disohirgoes 
wore  more  likely  lo  display  lower  levels  of  educational  achievement  i Table  4-1 1, 
poorer  social  adjustment  to  the  sc1'  >  >1  environment  tTable  4  ».l,  and  \  lower 
school  enrollment  rate  in  the  period  just  prior  lo  enlistment  (Table 


Parental  and  respondent  socio-economic  statuses  were  measured  using  the 
Duncan  Socio-Economic  Index  (Robinson,  Athanaslou,  and  Head,  lutoi,  pp, 
:i42-4Sb),  Quality  of  family  relations  was  measured  using  the  Family  Relations 
Scale  described  In  Appendix  U,  Indicator*  of  the  other  variables  are  all 
response*  to  single  items  contained  in  the  survey  instruments  presented  in 
Appendix  C, 
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Table  3-3  School  Enrollment  Prior  To  Enlistment  By  Group 
Pre-Enlistment  Enrollment  Group 


Status 


Dischargee 


Non -Discharges 


Enrolled  in  School 


25.  Ho 


ffgi  JtoililiiLSsligal. 
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45,  O' 

JLSL 


N 


237 


60 


Phi  ■  .  17(  £<  .01 


3,1,3  Occupational  Experience 


The  two  groups  also  differed  iignificantly  in  terms  of  their  pre- 
enllstment  occupational  experiences,  As  compared  with  the  non-dischargee 
group,  the  TDP  dischargees  were  (1)  less  likely  to  have  been  holding  a  job 
when  they  decided  to  enlist  (Table  3-4),  (2)  less  likely  to  have  held  a 
supervisory  position  if  they  did  work  (Table  3-  5),  (3), more  likely  to  be 
dissatisfied  with  the  jobs  they  held  (Table  3-6),  and  (4)  more  likely 
to  have  experienced  poorer  interpersonal  relations  in  the  work  environment 
(Table  3- 7). 


Table  3-4  Pre -Enlistment  Employment  Statue  By  Group 

uroup 


Pro -Enlistment  Employment 
Status  . .  . 


Dischargee 


Non-Dischargee 


4 
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Table  3-6  Pre-Enllitment  Job  Satisfaction  Bv  Group 


Level  Of  Pre-Enlistment 

Job  Satiafaction 

Grow 

Dischargee 

Non-Discharaee 

Satisfied  With  Job 

67.  3% 

53,5% 

Neither  Satisfied  or  dissatisfied 

9.4 

37.2 

Dissatisfied  With  Job 

23.1 

9.3 

N 

117 

43 

X2  ■  18.  3  £  <  .  001 

Table  3-7  Oualitv  Of  Job  Relations  Bv  Orouo 

Job  Relations  Scale1  Score 

Dischargee 

Non-Discharaee 

Low 

63.9% 

29.0% 

Hlah 

36.1 

71.0 

N 

227 

62 

Phi  «  .29,  £«  .001 

Kruskal -Wallis  Tcsti  H  -  22.07,  £<.001 
*  For  a  description  of  the  Job  Relation*  Scale,  aoo  Appendix  B, 


3.  1,4  Decision  To  Enlist 

The  dlschargoe  and  non-dlschargeo  groups  did  not  differ  significantly 
in  terms  of  the  resources  their  members  used  to  reach  a  decision  to  enlist  In 
the  Army,  Over  60  percent  of  each  group  reported  that  they  decided  to  Join  the 
Army  on  their  own.  However,  they  tended  to  enlist  for  different  reasons 
(Table  3-8).  The  disclurgoes  were  more  likely  to  have  joined  the  Army  to 
"obtain  a  steady  Job"  or  "get  away  from  financial  problems",  whereas  the  non- 
dischargees  were  much  more  likely  to  have  joined  the  Army  in  order  to  receive 
special  training  or  in  order  to  become  eligible  for  veteran's  benefits.  In  short, 
tho  dischargees  tend  to  have  responded  more  to  the  negative  "pushes"  of 
civilian  life,  whereas  the  non-dischargees  apparently  were  reacting  more  to  the 
positive  "pulls"  offered  by  the  Army. 
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Table  3-8  Primary  Ration  For  Enlisting  Bv  Group 


Primary  Reason  Tor  Enlisting 

«rouB 

Discharaee 

Non-Dischargee 

Obtain  Steady  Job 

24.1% 

7.7% 

Receive  Special  Training 

22,0 

46.2 

Become  Eligible  For  Veteran's  Benefits 

2.1 

7.7 

Travel  To  New  Places 

7.8 

7.7 

Qet  Away  From  Family  Problems 

5.0 

7.7 

Qet  Away  From  Financial  Problems 

21.  3 

2.6 

Find  Out  What  To  Do  With  Life 

5.0 

7.7 

XAJL _ 

.  1^8  _ 

N 

141 

39 

The  two  groups  alao  differed  significantly  in  terms  of  the  typos  of 
persons  who  influenced  their  decision  to  enlist  (Table  3-  9).  The  non-dischargees 
were  more  likely  to  have  been  influenced  by  their  fathers  or  spouses  (Table  3- 9), 


Table  3- <)  Person  Who  Most  Influenced  Enlistment  Decision  By  Qroun 


Person  Who  Most 

Influenced  Decision 

.Smp 

PUcharaeo 

Non-Discharaeo 

Father 

11,  2% 

.30.  0% 

Mother 

6.0 

5.0 

Wife 

4.  5 

20.0 

Friond 

23.9 

2.5 

Recruiter 

38.8 

30.  0 

Other  Relative* 

9.  0 

2.5 

Othor  Persons^ 

6.7 

...  10.0 

N 

134 

40 

1 

Includes  uncle  (4),  cousin  (2),  father-in-law  (2),  brother  (3),  nephew  (1), 
brother-in-law  (1), 

^Includes  Army  officer,  fiancSes'  mother,  omployer,  probation  officer,  and 

teacher. 
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The  dischargees,  on  the  other  hand,  were  more  likely  to  have  been 
influenced  by  eithor  a  porsonal  friend,  an  Army  recruiter,  or  some  other  person 
not  in  their  immediate  family.  These  differences  were  significant  even  when 
limiting  the  sample  to  those  enlistees  who  have  grown  up  with  their  fathers  at 
home  (Tables  3-l0and'3-ll)  and  those  who  were  married  prior  to  enlistment. 


Table  3-10  Father's  Influence  On  Decision  To  Enlist  Bv  Group* 
....  _  -Qiqup 


rsrion  most  rnuuencina  decision 

Father 

msenaraae 

10.  7% 

Non-uischaroee 

31.4% 

Other 

89.3 

68.6 

N 

121 

35 

X2  a  8,86,  £<  .01 

^Respondents  include  only  those  who  grew  up  with  thei,r  father  in  the  home. 

Person  Most  Influoncina  Decision 

Qroup 

Dlscharacc 

Non-Dischargee 

Wife 

21.4% 

80,0% 

,9th» . . . . 

. _ 

-J&kQ _ 

N 


28 


10 


X6  =  10,  77,  j<  .01 

'Respondents  Include  only  I b  'ie  who  were  married  prior  to  enlistment. 


3,1,5  Parental  Reaction  To  Enlistment 

As  noted  above,  the  respondents'  fa:  a  rt)  wore  the  meet  influential 
family  member  affecting  the  dc^iMon  to  enlim,  In  examining  the  direction  of 
this  Influence,  we  found  that  the  >'  ihex-y  er  non-dischargee*  were  significantly 
more  likely  to  have  been  supportive  of  their  son's  decision  to  enlist  than  were 
the  fathers  of  TDP  dlschargco*  (Table  3-  12),  A  similar  patterr  emerges  when 
studying  the  reactions  of  the  respondents1  mothers,  the  second  most  influential 
family  member  affecting  the  decision  to  enlist.  In  general,  the  mothers  of  no n- 
dischargoes  were  more  supportive  than  the  mothers  of  dischargees.  However, 
the  difference  falls  short  of  statistical  significance  (Table  3-13). 
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For  The  Idea 

Against  Tho  Idoa 

-  —  wcnarnee 

73.9% 

26.1 

mon-urecnarsee 

93.3% 

. . . 6.7  _ 

N 

46 

30 

X2  =  4.5,  E<  .05 

Table  3-13  Mother1 

si  Reaction  To  Enlistment  Bv  Gro 

'UP 

Mother's  Reaction 

Dlscharaoo 

Group 

Non- Discharge 

For  Tho  Idea 

75,7% 

80,0% 

Analnnt  The  Idea 

24.3 

20.0 

N 


37 


25 


X*  ■  .14,  £>  ,05 


3,1,6  Trainee  Expectations  About  And  Reaction*  To  Army  Life 

Wo  found  no  ovidonce  of  any  significant  differences  between  the  TDP 
dischargoe*  and  non-dischargees  in  term*  of  their  rocalled  expectations  about 
Army  life  or  their  solf-roportod  reactions  to  the  stress  of  Army  training.  This 
was  evidenced  by  the  lock  of  any  slgnif  leant  differences  between  the  two  groups' 
•  cores  on  the  expectations  of  Army  life  and  Training  Anxiety  scales,  1 

3,1  ,  7  Pro -Enlistment  Delinquency 

Tho  two  groups  also  displayed  no  significant  differences  In  terms  of 
their  levels  of  pvo-onlistmcnt  juvenile  delinquency  as  evidenced  by  their  Pre- 
Enlistment  Juvonilo  Delinquency  Index  scores.  They  also  reported  the  same 
levels  of  drug  and  alcohol  use  with  one  exception;  the  non-dischargees  were 
more  likely  to  have  used  marijuana  prior  to  enlistment  (Table  3-14). 


T  For  a  description  of  those  scales,  see  Appendix  B. 

^For  a  description  of  this  index,  see  Appendix  B. 

3  For  a  description  of  the  index  used  to  measure  the  frequency  of 
pre -enlistment  drug  use,  see  Appexdlx  B, 
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Table  3-14  Pr< 


Frequency  0£  Marijuana  Use 


Qxmi _ 

Dischargee _ Non-Diecharflee 


47.1% 


33,3% 


Phi  ■  ,11,  £  ■  .0311 
Kruskal-Wallis  -  H°4,22£<,05 


3.1.8  Pro -Enlistment  Knowledge  of  TPP 

Another  variable  on  which  the  two  groups  differed  significantly  waa 
their  member's  awaronoss  of  the  Trainee  Discharge  Program  prior  to  entering 
the  service.  The  dischargees  wore  less  likely  to  have  knowledge  of  the  Program 
and  how  it  could  affect  them  prior  to  enlistment  (Table  3-  13), 


Table  3-15  Pro-Enlistment  Knowledge  of  TPP  Dv  Grout 


Pre  "Enlistment 


_Gr-~>up 

Nor 


6.  3% 


21,1% 


Phi  =  .21,  £  <  ,031 

A  possible  explanation  for  this  Is  that  the  dischargees,  having  fewer 
alternatives  in  civilian  life,  were  loss  particular  about  and  loss  Inclined  to 
oxplore  their  options  in  military  Life, 

3,1,^  Sense  Of  Personal  Competence 

The  two  groups  differed  dramatically  in  tormB  of  their  members1  levels 
of  perceived  personal  competence.  The  dischargees  tended  to  score  much  lower 
on  the  Personal  Competence  scale  (Table  3-16), 


For  a  description  of  this  scale,  see  Appendix  B, 


Tide  finding  may  indicate  that  there  in  n  solf-fulfilllng  prophecy  taking  place 
among  enlistees,  ,lmll\ Jdnaln  who  tend  to  fool  Ion*  efficacious  In  dealing  with 
tholr  environment  may  also  lend  to  give  op  more  easily  when  confronted  with 
the  emotional  nlroMH  and  physical  hardships  of  At  my  training,  On  thu  othor  hand, 
till*  finding  may  reflect  the  validity  of  the  enlistees  par  caption*  of  their 
abilities  to  c.opo  with  thoiv  environment  and  plan  iholr  future. 


Table  » -16  Personal  Commitonay  M&vum. 

jQxanipu. 


Low 

.Hiilh. 


60,  ^  % 

12x2 _ 


33.9  % 


N 


234 


6,1 


Phi  «  *2?. ,  p.  <  .001 

Kvuekal -Wallin  »  11  »  14,02,  ji<  ,001 


In  summary,  the  Trainee  Discharge  Program  dlnchargoa,  as  compared 
with  aoldlera  who  are  likely  to  successfully  complete  their  firat  180  day*  of 
active  duty  and  training,  a  re ,  prior  to  l  heir  enlistment,  two  re  likely  to  hove 
experienced! 

e  loss  educational  achievement 

•  poorer  school  relations 

•  unemployment 

•  loss  supervisory  rospon»lh!lUios 

e  low  job  nail s faction,  and 

e  poorer  interpersonal  relatione  In  the  work  envlormnenl 

Their  decision  to  enltat  In  (he  military  in  move  likely  to  ho  the  result 
oft 

n  their  desire  for  a  steady  job 

e  tholr  desire  to  avoid  or  resolve  tlwnndal  problems,  and 

a  the  advice  they  receive  from  persons  outside  their  Immediate  family 

The  Till*  dischargee  la  also  more  likely  to  hv.ot 

a  no  knowledge  of  the  Trainee  Discharge  Program  prior  to  entering 
the  service*  and 

•  a  lower  sense  of  personal  compel oneo 


But  the  TDP  dischargee  is  essentially  the  same  as  moat  soldiers  who 
successfully  complete  their  first  180  days  of  service  In  terms  ofi 

•  the  type  home  of  home  environment  they  grow  up  In 

•  their  marital  status  ami  quality  of  marital  relations 

•  the  extent  to  which  they  worked  at  various  types  of  Jobs  prior  to 
t  o  enlisting 

•  the  extent  to  which  they  had  financial  problems  prior  to  entering 
the  service 

•  the  extent  to  which  thoy  were  offered  guaranteed  training  and/or 
choice  of  duty  station  by  the  recruiter 

•  the  extent  to  which  they  were  promised  prior  to  their  onlistmont  that 
a  civilian  Job  would  bo  waiting  for  them  when  they  wore  discharged 
from  the  service 

t  their  levels  of  pro -enlistment  alcohol  and  drug  use  (with  the  ex¬ 
ception  of  marijuana) 

e  their  level  of  pro -enlistment  delinquency,  and 

•  their  sense  of  personal  anxiety  resulting  from  the  Army  training 
situation, 

3. 2.  T^^^lj^e^pjscharjje^^ gram  and_llo_yy  It  Has,  involved 
3,2,1  Program  Objectives  and  Scope 

We  found  general  agreement  among  the  local  commanders  and 
training  cadre  on  their  definition  of  the  primary  objectives  of  the  Trainee 
Discharge  Program,  This  is  not  surprising,  for  without  exception  they 
reported  that  the  TDP' a  goal  of  providing  local  commanders  a  means  of 
rapidly  identifying  and  discharging  unacceptable  trainees  was  very  much  to 
tlvelr  liking,  In  fact,  one  of  the  principal  concerns  the  local  commanders 
and  training  cadre  expressed  to  our  Interviewers  was  the  possibility  that:  the 
TDP  might  he  discontinued  when  the  current  stale  of  the  national  economy 
improved,  thereby  making  the  recruitment  and  selection  of  soldeira  more 
difficult. 

There  was  also  considerable  commonality  among  the  local 
commanders  and  training  c  idre  on  what  criteria  should  be  applied  lo  select 
trainees  for  a  "635-1"  discharge.  As  noted  above,  the  TDP  was  not 
Intended  to  bo  need  as  a  substitute  for  such  administrative  procedures  as 
discharging  people  for  "fraudulent  enlistment  ,  concealment  of  arrest  record, 
unfitness,  or  because  of  physical  or  mental  defects  warranting  separation 
through  medical  channels"  IU,S,  Department  of  the  Army,  19?4,  p,  ?), 

In  addition,  It.  was  not  to  he  used  "in  lieu  of  disciplinary  actions"  (Ibid,), 
Rather,  it  was  intended  to  provide  a  mechanism  for  rapidly  screening  out 
trainees  who  lack  the  capacity, to  learn,  the  desire  to  meet  Army  standards, 
the  ability  to  control  their  own  actions,  or  the  holding  of  a  positive  attitude 
toward  the  Army,  In  mure  than  two-thirds  of  the  .’.38  TDP  discharge  cases 
we  Investigated,  the  trainees  had  been  separated  from  the  service  primarily 
because  of  their  lack  of  aptitude,  motivation,  self-discipline,  and/or  poor 
attitude  toward  the  Army,  However ,  the  results  of  our  inquiry  reveal  that 
those  were  not  always  the  principal  reasons  why  cadre  recommended  trainees 
for  a  "635-1"  discharge  (Tables  3-1  ,  and  3-18).  These  findings  are  described 
in  greater  detail  below. 


VI  o 


and  physical 


Specific  Categories  of  Reasons  for  I>ischarge  Unde 
by  Ha-iking  of  Importance  Given  bv  Training  Cadre 


0*0 


226 

203 


Our  training  cadre  survey  revealed  that  almost  two -thirds  of 
the  238  trainoos  in  our  TDP  dischargee  sample  (64,  5  percent)  were 
recommended  for  early  separation  because  they  could  not  psychologically 
adjust  to  military  life«  Overt  behavioral  criteria  the  cadre  used  to  judge 
a  trainee's  lack  of  adjustment  to  the  Army  were  the  trainee's  continuing 
unwillingness  to  accept  instruction,  complaints  of  being  nervous  and 
spending  sleepless  nights,  frequent  outbursts  and  sobbing,  a  reluctance 
to  porsorvere  and  strive  to  complete  difficult  training  tasks,  and  verbal 
throats  to  go  AWQL  If  not  discharged.  However,  the  reason  most  common¬ 
ly  glvon  for  dioharging  trainees  was  the  trainee's  repeated  jpcmqf j  for 
ap  a  tyfl  ^  fact,  the  trainee’s  expressed  desire  to  be  dis¬ 

charged  from  the  Army  was  ono  of  three  principal  reasons  why  cadre 
rocommended  a  TDP  discharge  in  44,  3  percont  of  the  238  chaos  included 
in  our  dischargee  sample.  In  19.  3  percent  of  all  cases,  it  was  listed  as 
the  reason  tho  cadre  rocommended  the  trainee  for  a  "633-1" 

discharge. 

Although  tho  criteria  of  "attitude,"  "motivation",  and  "self-dlecipline" 
are  not  clearly  defined  in  tho  TDP  documentation,  and,  as  psychological 
concepts,  arc  somewhat  vague  and  overlapping  in  moaning,  most  of  the  criteria 
used  by  the  cadre  to  doscrlbo  trainee  maladjustment  to  Army  life  approximate 
theso  three  constructs,  Therefore,  It  seems  safe  to  argue  that  64,  3  percent  of 
tho  TDP  discharge  cases  we  Investigated  seemed  to  conform  with  the  Program 
goal  of  providing  a  rapid  discharge  for  persons  who  nro  not  sufficiently  motivated, 
self-disciplined,  and/or  holding  a  proper  attitude  toward  Army  life. 

It  is  more  difficult  to  evaluate  tho  Program  In  totmsof  the  extent  to 
which  tho  training  cadro  arc  mooting  tho  program's  goal  by  discharging  trainees 
bocause  of  low  "aptitude"  or  "capacity  to  learn"  and  physical  "unfitness".  On 
tho  ono  hand, tho  program  documentation  specifies  that  trainees  shall  Qot  be 
discharged  through  tho  TDP  for  having  "physical  or  mental  defects".  On  the 
other  lund,  tho  Program  directives  stipulate  that  it  is  permissible  to  discharge 
trainees  whoso  aptitude  prevents  them  from  learning  the  knowledge  and  skills 
required  of  a  soldier. 

Despite  tho  difficulty  training  cadre  have  in  interpreting  tho  differences 
between  theso  two  apparently  conflicting  statements,  our  survey  revoalod  that 
many  trainees  are  apparently  recommended  for  and  tie  receive  TDP  dis¬ 
charges  for  these  reasons,  Mental  nr  physical  deficiencies  wore  listed  as  being 
ono  of  the  throe  principal  reasons  for  discharge  in  over  one  fifth  of  tho  238 
cases  Included  in  our  dischargee  sample.  Moreover,  mental  and  physical 
deficiencies  woro  listed  as  being  Ihujirlmj^ry^  reason  for  discharge  In  23  percont 
of  tho  casos  wo  oxaminod, 


Th«  behavioral  criteria  used  by  the  training  cadre  to  judge  theae  deficiencies 
were  the  trainee!'  failure  to  perform  daily  physical  training  (PT)  or  pass  PT  tests, 
their  lack  of  physical  coordination,  and/or  their  inability  to  comprehend  aimplo 
Instructions,  and/or  their  failure  to  quality  with  their  weapon. 

From  our  observations  and  interviews  with  the  trainees  who  were  discharged 
for  theae  reasons,  wo  would  not  contest  the  validity  of  the  training  cadres'  assess* 
ment  of  the  trainee's  aptitude.  These  evaluations  were  often  supported  by  Army 
psychiatrists  and  psychologists,  However,  it  Is  leas  clear  os  to  whether  or  not 
some  of  theae  trainees  should  have  been  discharged  through  medical  channels.  In  nome 
cases,  soldiers  suffered  from  physical  birth  defects  that  prevented  them  from  nor- 
forming  the  required  phyaical  training,  If  the  administratively  easier  TDP  did  not 
exist,  there  Is  little  doubt  that  these  cases  would  have  been  processed  for  discharge 
through  medical  channels.  We  obsorbed  that  the  training  cadre  had  considerable 
discretion  ift  determining  which  channels  would  be  taken  In  a  particular  case. 

We  are  obviously  getting  into  the  question  of  whethe  r  the  goals  of  the  TDP  a  re 
expanding  beyond  those  established  in  the  program  documentation,  The  answer  to 
question  is  cloarly  yes.  For  Instance,  nine  of  the  discharges  in  our  sample  wore 
recommended  for  "638-1"  discharges  primarily  because  ihey  allegedly  had 
committed  military  offenses  for  which  they  may  or  may  not  have  been  charged  and/or 
convicted,  Moreover,  this  was  listed  as  being  a  secondary  or  tertiary  reasons  for 
28  of  the  238  TDP  dischargees  included  in  our  survey  sample,  ^ 

We  also  observed  seven  cases  In  which  trainees  were  discharged  In  part  because 
of  cadre  belief  that  the  trainee  had  been  either  fraudulanlly  or  erroneously  admitted 
Into  the  Army,  Again,  we  nro  not  questioning  whether  the  trainee  was  properly 
admitted  Into  tho  Army;  wo  simply  wish  to  point  up  those  cases  because  they 
obviously  conflict  with  the  stated  objectives  of  the  TDP  and  reflect  another  way  in 
which  the  objectives  and  scope  of  the  TDP  have  expanded  as  the  Program  had  boon 
applied  in  tho  field. 

Finally,  we  found  many  discharges  that  wore  primarily  the  result  of  the  trainee 
having  family  problems,  In  ihesu  cases,  the  tralnue  demonstrated  the  proper 
motivation  to  succeed  in  the  Army,  Iml  the  mental  and  physical  ability  to  be  an 
effective  sold  lor,  and  displayed  a  positive  attitude  toward  the  Army,  but  he  was  ex¬ 
periencing  problems  with  his  wife,  fiancee,  girlfriend  or  parent(s)  that  prevented 
him  from  continuing  his  training.  Family  hardship  problems  and  family  relations 
problems  are  not  listed  In  tho  TDP  directives  as  suitable  reasons  for  discharge, 
but  w*  found  family  problems  to  be  the  primary  reason  eight  of  the  dischargees  lit 
our  sample  were  rccomondod  for  and  received  TDP  discharges.  Family  problems 
wars  cited  as  secondary  reasons  in  13  cases  and  tertiary  reasons  in  14  other  cases, 


l  Weapons  firing  performance  was  specifically  deleted  from  the  most  recent 
version  of  the  TRADOC  Circular  635*1  (U,  S,  Department  of  the  Army,  1 074) 
as  an  appropriate  criteria  lor  selecting  trainees  for  a  TDP  discharge,  How¬ 
ever,  failure  to  qualify  with  their  weapon  continues  to  be  viewed  and  used  by 
many  training  cadre  as  a  sufficient  reason  to  recommend  a  trainee  for  a 
"638-1"  discharge, 

*  "Military  offenses"  as  we  used  the  t»  >m  here,  includes  substance  (alcohol/ 
drug)  abuse,  Substance  abuse  was  gl  on  as  the  primary  reason  for  discharge 
in  2  cases  and  the  secondary  or  terl,  ,ry  reason  in  3  other  cases, 

3  |S 


3,  2.  2  Resourcos  Usod  In  the  TDP 


The  TRADOC  635-  1  Circular  specified  that  the  TDP  was  to  be  largely  a 
company-level  function.  We  found  this  generally  to  bo  the  case)  Only  in  rare 
instances  did  a  battalion,  brigade,  or  poat  commander  intercede  and  reverae 
a  company  commander1  a  recommendation  to  discharge  a  aoldlor  under  the  TDP, 
In  the  majority  of  casea  we  obaervad,  tho  discharge  procesa  was  initiated  by 
either  the  platoon  or  aaelatant  platoon  sergeant  of  the  potential  dtechargee,  and 
tho  company  commander  initiated  over  ono-third  of  the  dischargee  (Table  3  -19),' 


Table  3- 19  Individual  Who  First  Suggested  That  Soldier  Should  be  Discharged 

- - 

Position  %  No. 

1,  Platoon  Sorgoant  49, 3  113 

2,  Company  Commander  34.1  78 

3,  Assistant  Platoon  Sorgoant  7,4  17 

4,  Training  Officer  3, 5  8 


Others 


Total 


The  positions  of  the  various  Army  personnel  moat  often  engaged  in 
evaluating  and  counseling  the  TDP  dischargees  prior  to  their  separation  provides 
further  evidence  that  tho  Program  is  largely  a  company  level  function;  84,  2  per¬ 
cent,  88,  7  puivont ,  and  40, U  percent  of  the  238  dischargooB  wore  counselled  by 
their  company  commander,  platoon  i  rgoant,  and/or  assistant  platoon  sorgoant, 
respectively.  *•  Only  in  rare  instances  were  military  personnel  outside  the 
company  involved  in  counseling  and  evaluating  dischargees  to  that  degree  (Table  3-20) 


In  our  initial  full  survey,  wo  interviewed  many  battalion,  brigade,  and 
poat  commanders.  Those  individuals  wore  quite  knowlodgoablo  about  the  program 
and  consistently  reported  that,  like  non -judicial  punishment,  tho  TDP  was  largely 
adminsterod  nt:  the  company  level.  Our  subsequent  interviews  with  their  company- 
level  training  cadre  indicated  that  in  most  eases,  the  senior  commanders  trlod  to 
koop  tho  TDP  dischargoo  identification,  evaluation,  and  separation  process  in 
tho  hands  of  tho  company  commander  and  his  cadre. 


Source  of  data!  Training  Cadre  Interviews 


Tablo  3-.20J.ate  of  Involvement  in  Cmmicllinn  Traineoa  Purina  Evaluation  For 
TOP  Diaclmreo  1  1 u - 


Mttw,... 

% 

N 

1* 

Trainee's  platoon  sergeant 

88,  7 

211 

2. 

Trainee's  company  commander 

82,4 

192 

3. 

Tralnoo'a  assistant  platoen  aorgeant 

40.8 

97 

4. 

Company  first  aorgonnt 

16.4 

39 

3. 

Company  executive  officer  and  training  officer 

16,0 

38 

6, 

Military  poraonnol  outside  of  company 

17.6 

42 

*N  ia  greater  than  238  because  respondent#  wore  naked  to  list  the  tjiroj 
paruona  moat  involved  in  counseling  the  trainee,  ~ 


Thia  ia  not  to  say  that  other  poraona  did  not  play  Important  roloa  in 
evaluating  the  trainees  for  TOP  diachargoa.  The  montal  hygiene,  chaplain,  and 
medical  personnel  at  the  military  poala  wore  frequently  called  in  by  company 
commandera  for  conaultatlun  about  the  treatment  of  a  potential  discharges,  TI\o 
civilian  and  military  workers  at  the  trainee  poraonnol  recorda,  finance,  and 
aoparation  oft'icoa  wore  also  utilised  to  effect  the  TDP  discharge,  ,  On  those  rare 
occaatona  whon  a  discharged  trainee  filed  a  rebuttal  against  Ida  aoparation  from 
tha  aervico,  lawyera  from  the  Judge  Advoeato  General's  office  became  involved, 

Our  initial  field  Interview#  and  subsequent  training  cadre  survey  also 
revealed  that  battalion  and  brigade  commandera  take  an  active  role  in  evaluating 
aoldiora  in  tbolr  unit#  for  TOP  discharges,  in  moat  unit  a,  they  evaluate  each 
caae  by  reviewing  the  evaluation  forma  forwarded  to  them.  Occasionally  they  will 
personally  Interview  and  attempt  to  counsel  the  trainee, 

In  a  few  inutancos,  wo  encountered  battalion  commander#  who  attempted 
to  interview  moat,  if  not  ail,  of  the  TDP  dlaclvtrgo  candidate#  in  their  command. 

In  those  eases,  thu  company-level  training  cadre  reported  they  felt  less  rcap.mulblc 
for  the  TDP  evaluation  process  and  les#  trusted  by  iho  commander  involved,  The 
cadre  interviewer#  also  reported,  however,  that  the  frequency  with  which  either 
battalion  or  company  commander#  personally  Interviewed  or  counselled  TDP 
discharge  candidate#  tends  to  be  inversely  related  to  the  length  of  time  the 
officers  have  buon  in  command  of  tludr  unite.  Thus,  if  the  practlco  is  a  problem 
for  lower -ranking  cadre,  it  appears  to  bo  a  self-correcting  one, 

During  the  course  of  our  research,  the  question  arose  as  to  whether  the  rate 
atwhlch  training  cadre  recommended  trainees  for  a  TDP  discharge  is  positively 
correlated  with  the  cadre's  age,  experience  in  a  regular  TO  k  E  unit,  or  combat 
experience,  1  Wo  tested  for  these  relationships  while  holding  constant  the  cadre'# 
present  position  in  the  company  in  order  to  control  for  spurious  relationship,  None 
of  the  correlations  proved  significant  thereby  suggesting  there  is  no  significant 
generational  or  historical  biases  affecting  their  decision  to  Initiate  a  discharge, 

^'Combat  experience"  ia  a  dlchotom  is  variable  derived  from  the  cadre's 
response  to  the  question  asking  svliot  ,tr  he  had  ever  come  directly  under  fire, 

1-1? 


3.  2.  3  The  Discharge  Process 


The  procedures  used  to  evaluate  the  trainee  for  a  TOP  discharge  did 
not  appear  to  overtly  violate  any  of  the  requirements  described  In  TDP  Circular 
633-1,  Soldiers  did,  indeed,  undergo  two  evaluations  within  the  company  before 
discharge  was  Initiated.  Wo  found  that  although  the  trainee  was  sometime* 
transferred  to  a  different  company  for  a  second  evaluation,  more  often  he 
received  hit  second  evaluation  from  a  cadre  of  the  same  company,  This  peraon 
was  already  familiar  with  his  case  and  know  the  first  evaluator,  Therefore,  In 
reality,  the  trainees  In  most  cases  are  not  given  a  truly  independent  second 
evaluation,  but  rather  one  that  is  probably  strongly  influenced  by  the  first 
evaluation. 

This  does  not  imply  the  cadre  Are  being  dishonest  in  their  evaluations  or 
that  tralneos  are  being  discharged  on  an  "assembly  lino"  basis  so  rapidly  they 
seldom  receive  a  fair  evaluation.  Local  commanders  constantly  stressed  the 
importance  of  the  cadre  counseling  the  potential  dischargee,  In  fact,  we  found 
that  the  dischargees  in  our  sample  were  counselled  on  the  average  of  more  than 
six  times  before  they  were  discharged,  An  average  of  eleven  days  elapsed  while 
they  were  being  evaluated  for  discharge  at  the  company  level, 1 

Wo  found  that  many  company  commanders  were  willing  to  discharge 
virtually  every  soldier  who  wanted  separation  from  the  service.  “  In  these  cases 
the  potential  dischargee  made  his  wishes  known  to  his  commander  at  an  early 
point  in  the  training  cycle,  whereupon  the  commander  initiated  the  paperwork  for 
discharge,  Invariably  two  cadre  evaluation*  accompanied  the  discharge,  However, 
the  evaluations  were  more  of  a  response  to  the  initiative  taken  by  the  trainee  rather 
than  documents  substantiating  why  the  training  cadre  foil  the  trainee  should  be 
discharged,  This  is  Important  because,  as  we  noted  earlier,  our  training  cadre 
interview*  revealed  that  one  of  tlie  three  principal  reasons  4 VI  percent  of  the  23d 
TDP  discharge  cases  we  analysed  attributed  discharge  to  the  trainee's  expressed 
desire  to  get  out  of  the  Army, 

The  submission  of  a  written  evaluation  recommending  the  trainee  for 
discharge  was,  once  again,  largely  a  company-level  responsibility  (Table  3-211, 


l  Company-level  evaluation  time  periods  ranged  from  1  to  45  days. 

^  Most  company  commanders  wore  reluctant  to  discharge  a  soldier  who  was 
doing  well  in  training  yet  wanted  a  635-  1  discharge,  It  was  apparent  these 
soldiers  would  do  poorly  In  order  to  secure  a  635-1  discharge.  At  least  three 
dischargee*  we  Interviewed  admitted  this, 


,  •,  t  n  x  -a u/i  ^  ‘  - 
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Table  3.21  Individual!  Submitting  Written  Evaluation  o f  Trainee  For  TP? 
Discharge 


Position . 

.  % 

.  ,hi  , 

1,  Platoon  sergeant 

»  81,8 

193* 

2,  Coijrvpi*)y  commander 

87.1 

136 

i  •  "  ,  M 

3,  Aaaiatant  platoon  aergennt 

31,5 

75 

Company  training  officer 

8,8 

21 

5,  Army  paychlatrlat /psychologist 

8,8 

'  21 

6,  Company  executive  officer 

6,7  ■ 

16  ' 

7,'  Company  first  sergeant 

6,  3 

15 

8,  -  Army  Mpntal  Hygiene  Specialist 

4.2  : 

■  10  • 

9,  Battalioii  commander 

2.8 

6 

10.‘  Army  social  worker 

1.7 

.  4  .  .  M, 

11*  ►  Other  :  v 

*MKB  a  «*  ■ 

‘''‘Total  N  U  greater' than  238  bocuunu  multiple  rbapanae*  were  permitted 


When  the  Trainee  Dlachargo  Program  was  established,  the  Army' sought 
to  protect  the  potential- diachargoe*'  right*  by  allowing  traiiiebs  to  rebut  the 
charge*  leveled  agalnat  thorn.  Wo  found  that  trainee*  seldom  rebut  the 
company  comnwmlor1*  roeomeodatlon  for  a  TDP  discharge,  There  1*  no  evidence 
that  the  incidence  of  rebuttals  was  low  bodauae  the  trainee*  did  not  underataud  what 
was  being  done  to  them,  Poraonal  conversation*  with  tho  dischargees  revealed 
that,  aa  a  group,  they  understood  why  thoy  wore  being  discharged  and  knew  they 
had  tho  opportunity  to  file  a  rebuttal.  Similarly,  most  of  tho  dischargees, know 
thnt  thoy  had  a  right  to  have  counsel  as  wqll  as  have  a  physical  examination  prior 
to  separation, 

Once  the  discharge  Is  approved  at  company  level,  it  is  then  sent  to 
battalion  and  brigade  headquarters  to  bo  reviewed,  Of  the  238  case*  iVe 
researched,  )t  took  an  avorago-uf  3,1  working  day*  to  receive  battalion  and. 
brigade  approval. 

Wo  found  that  local  commander*  have  a  major  problem  quartering 
and  putting  the  bill) -1  dischargees  to  productive  use  between  Uiu. time  .brigade 
approval  is  given  and  when  the  trainee  Is  finally  separated  from  the  service. 

This  period  often  exceeded  the  maximum  four  working -day  limit  specified  In 
tho  TRADOC  635-1  Circular,  (Department  of  the  Army,  1974, p,9>*  In  fact, 
for  over  a  third  of  tho  trainees  we  surveyed,  it  took  an  average  of  more  than 
eight  days  to  process  their  paperwork  after  they  had  received  brigade 
approval  for  the  discharge. 


1  Tho  original  TRADOC  Circular  635-1  of  September  1973,  stipulated  throe 
working  days,  However,  this  was  amended  to  road  four  working  day*  In  the 
14  November  1974  version,  Tho  lati  >r  circular  is  effective  (brought  October,  1975, 
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At  boat,  many  of  them  fall  to  train  aatiefactoriiy  after  they  learn  of  their 
upcoming  discharge,  Frequently,  thoy  aee  themselves  aa  immune  from  any 
punitive  meaauroa  roaulting  from  their  reaiatanco  to  authority  in  the 
military  environment.  Often  thcae  dischargees  were  reported  by  cadre  aa 
trying  to  make  their  poora  who  are  atiil  in  training  view  tho  Army  in  the 
aame  negative  light  aa  they  did.  In  abort,  almply  aeparating  the  prospective 
dischargee  from  training  ia  apparently  not  enough  because  they  can  still 
attompt  to  lower  unit  morale  in  tho  meas  hall  or  barracks.  On  the  othor  hand, 
if  the  dischargees  are  separated  from  the  rest  of  the  company  while  awaiting 
processing  of  their  discharge  papers,  the  dischargees  must  be  closely  and 
continually  supervised.  This  need  for  supervision  plsces  a  strain  on  already 
limited  eadro  resources,  especially  during  the  first  weeks  of  tho  "Total  Control 
phase  of  BCT  when  company-level  cadre  spend  IS -18  hour  days  training  new 
recruits. 


Usually  the  battalion  or  brigade  commanders  issue  directives  to  thair 
subordinates  defining  appropriate  activities  for  soldiers  who  hsvs  already  been 
evaluated  for  discharge.  As  can  be  seen  in  Tables  3-22  end  3-24,  there  was 
substantial  agreement  among  cadre  that  the  trainee  should  be  pulled  from 
normal  training  and  assigned  special  duties  while  awsiting  discharge.  However, 
there  was  tar  less  consensus  on  whore  the  dischargee  should  be  quartered 


(Tables  3-23  and  3-23,  This  divergence  of  opinion  is  felt  to  be  a  direct  result 
of  tho  leek  of  specific  instructions  on  this  subject  found  in  the  in  the  original 
TRADOC  633-1  circular, 

i 

Table  3-22  After  The  Trainee’s  Discharge  Was  Approved  By  The  Army.  What 

Outv  _ _ _  _ 

ft 

Assigned  apodal  duties 

(orderly  and  aupply  room,  messinger,  etc, ) 

«TT7 

iOSf 

Continued  normal  training  with  the  reat 
of  tho  company 

5.0 

11 

Confined  to  barracks  only  with  no 
assigned  duties 

0,5 

1 

Other 

0.9 

2 

Total 

222 

$.20 


t 

sum ■■ 


.i-i  I, aw.  L'fc 


3.21 


Finally,  thoro  was  littlo  ovidenco  that  company-level  cadre  were 
pressured  by  thoir  auporiora  to  either  incroaao  or  reduce  the  number  of 
poraona  to  be  discharged  from  their  units  under  tho  TDP,  In  only  5,  7  percent 
of  the  dischargee  caaoa  did  a  msmbor  of  the  training  cadre  indicate  that  he  ws.s 
acting  under  preeeuro  from  hie  superior  to  discharge  or  retain  an  individual,  1 

A  higher  number  of  cadre  (14, ‘2  percent)  felt  preiaure  from  poraona 
bcioyy  them  in  tho  chain  of  command  to  discharge  or  retain  a  trainee,  In  over 
90  percent  of  these  cases,  company  commanders  said  they  felt  undue  pressure 
from  either  a  platoon  or  assistant  platoon  sorgoant  to  discharge  a  particular 
tralnoe. 

When  asked  if  the/  felt  pressure  from  any  written  rule  or  regulation 
issued  by  the  Army  to  discharge  or  retain  an  individual,  7,4  percent  of  the  cadre 
answered  affirmatively, 

There  was  no  ovidence,  oither  for  trial  or  informal,  that  a  "quota 
system"  to  eontrol  the  rate  of  TOP  discharges  existed.  Some  company  commanders 
reported  they  imposod  thoir  own  quota  if  they  felt  the  number  of  dischargees  in 
thoir  unit  was  significantly  higher  than  the  other  companies  in  the  battalion. 


3*3  -Twining -Cadre  Recommendations  For  Changes  To  Improve  The  TDP 

During  our  initial  fiold  interviews  wo  identified  several  aspects  of 
tho  TDP  that  local  commanders  and  training  eadro  tended  to  argue  roqulrc 
chango.  These  areas  related  to  tho  amount  of  documentation  required  to 
process  tho  discharge,  the  format  and  content  of  evaluation  forms  the  cadre 
and  dlschargoos  arc  oxpautad  to  complete,  and  tho  amount  of  time  that  is 
taken  to  process  tho  discharge.  In  tho  subsequent  training  cadre  survey,  we 
asked  if  the  cadre  had  any  rocommondations  for  chango  in  those  or  any  other 
aspect  of  tho  TDP, 

Wo  found  that  tho  cadre  wore,  without  excoption,  generally  very- 
posltivo  and  enthusiastic  about  tho  TDP.  IJowovor, almost  three-quarters 
of  them  (72,4  porcont)  rocommondod  at  least  so  mo  typo  of  change  to  Improve 
tho  Program  (Tablo  3-26), 2 

On  the  amount  of  documentation  (paperwork)  required  to  discharge 
a  trainee  under  tho  TDP,  jiho  overwhelming  majority  (85,5  percent)  felt 
that  tho  current  amount  of  written  documentation  required  to  process  s 
635-1  discharge  was  adequato;  10,9  percont  felt  tho  amount  of  paperwork  should 
bo  reduced}  and  3,6  porcont  wore  in  favor  of  having  more  written  documentation 
than  is  currently  required, 

^ Half  of  theso  casos  involved  pressure  from  tho  battalion  commandor, 

2 

In  the  previous  sections  of  this  report,  only  the  83  cadre  who  were  interviewed 
about  the  238  individuals  in  our  dischargee  sample  wore  used.  The  responses 
from  all  110  cadro  interviewed  in  t1  i  course  of  our  inquiry  wore  used  In  this 
section, 

%-id 


Table  3.26  Open -Ended  Responses  Of  Cadre  On  How  To  Ifflorovo 
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1, '  Tho  amount  of  written 

documentation  in  tho 
evaluation  form  iat 

a.  too  much 

b,  not  enough 

2 ,  Tho  of  tho  evaluation 

from  noadsj 

a.  more  detailed  and/or 
expanded  information 

b, '  to  omit  and/or  shorten 

certain  sections 

3,  Regarding  the  timing  of  the 
discharge)  itself) 

a.  .Tho  paperwork  takoe 
too  long  after  tho 
discharge)  has  boon 
approved  through  the 
chain  of  command 

b,  Tho  amount  of  time  It 
take  a  to  process tho 
discharge  above  the 
company  level  is  too 
long 

0*  Tho  amount  of  time  it  takes 
to  process  the  discharge 
at  the  company  level  1st 

(1)  too  long 

(2)  too  short 


Agree  with  Statement 

. 


12 

4 


10,9 

3,6 


17 

7 


15,3 

1 

6.4 


42 


38,2 


32 


59.1 


29.1 


3*2  3 


22 

5 


20,0 

4,3 


Tabla  3-26  Open -Ended  Reaponaoj  Of  Ca_dro  On  How  To.  Improve 
Tftim Bi (continued) 
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What  other  chaugee  would  you 
like  to  too  made  in  tho  TDP? 

(Only  thoae  idoaa  auggoatod  by  at 
loaat  flvo  percent  of  the  aample  are 
noted) 

1,(  Noed  better  rocruiting  and 
aoroenlng  of 
rocruita  at  all  lovela  to 
"wood  out"  marginal 
performera 

23 

20.9 

2,  Segregate  dia  chargee  a  from 
other  tralnooa  aftor  thoy 
know  thoy  aro  bolng 
dlachargod 

10 

9»i 

3,  Neod  cloaor  monitoring  to 
curb  abuaoa  in  TDP 

6 

9.4 

4,  Should  givo  639-1  diachargee 
loaa  than  an  honorable)  dla- 
charge  and/or  uao  dlaclplinary 
moaaurea  in  llou  of  TDP 

5 

4.9 

When  aBked  if  they  could  suggest  any  changes  to  improve  the 
format  of  the  evaluation  report  forms,  once  again  most  (78,1  percent)  of 
the  cadre  felt  that  the  current  format  was  adequate,1  However,  the 
remainder  of  the  cadre  (21,9  percent)  wanted  to  see  some  change,  and 
three-quarters  of  thoso  cadre  (IB,  5  percent)  felt  that  more  detailed  in¬ 
formation  on  the  reason  for  discharge  was  needed; 

Several  cadre  pointed  out  that  the  current  evaluation  forms 
emphasise  the  use  of  chock  lists  of  trainee  deficiencies.  This  format 
encouraged  cadre  to  often  check  off  moat  if  not  all  of  the  deficiencies  cited, 
thereby  making  the  value  of  the  form  as  a  monitoring  tool  practically  useless. 
On  ths  other  hand,  certain  criteria  that  are  cited  wore  purposely  and 
admittedly  avoided  because  the  cadre  feared  thoy  might  have  to  substantiate 
thotr  claims  with  direct  evidence.  The  item  asking  the  cadre  whether  the 
trainee  had  used  or  possossod  drugs  is  an  example  of  this.  Finally,  many 
cadre  admitted  that  they  did  not  hnow  how  to  define  or  ovaluato  certain 
criteria  such  as  "Attitude",  "aptitude",  and  "quitter",  There  wore  similar 
problems  cited  for  the  trainee  forms.  For  example,  some  trainees  reportedly 
did  not  understand  the  meaning  of  the  words  "rebuttal"  or'bounsol", 

Sovoral  cadre  said  that  to  avoid  these  problems  the  cadre  evaluations 
forms  should  bo  changed  to  require  a  narrative  statement  explaining  why  the 
trainee  should  be  given  a  TOP  discharge.  There  is  little  doubt  that  the  re¬ 
viewing  authorities  would  have  a  better  understanding  of  each  case  anti  Its 
nuances  if  this  change  was  made.  The  current  practice  of  chocking  off 
numerous  single-word  items  is  clearly  forcing  the  cadre  to  distort  reality 
to  fit  the  evaluation  format  to  such  an  extent  that  the  results  have  little  value 
for  persons  trying  to  dlstlnquish  why  certain  soldiers  are  recommended  for 
discharge.  Thoso  views  wore  not,  howovexi  shared  by  6,4  percent  of  the  cadre 
wo  interviewed  who  foil  the  evaluation  forms  should  be  shortened,  No  two 
persons  In  this  group  agreed  on  exactly  what  items  should  be  changed  or 
omitted,  but  thoy  all  felt  the  raqulrod  paperwork  was  too  time-consuming, 


*  There  was  considerable  inter -post  variance  in  the  types  and  formats  of 
evaluation  forms  used,  For  examples  of  thoso  forms,  see  Appendix  A, 


While  a  substantial  majority  of  the  cadre  saw  no  noed  for  change 
In  the  "paperwork"  required  to  process  a  TDP  discharge,  a  great  number  of 
thorn  woro  dissatisfied  with  the  amount  of  time  it  take*  to  discharge  a 
trainee  under  the  TDP,  Actually,  there  are  three  distinct  pluses  in  the 
discharge  process.  The  first  phase  involves  an  svaluation  of  the  trainee  at 
the  company  level,  The  second  phase  entails  the  review  of  the  company 
recommendation  by  battalion  and  brigade  commanders.  Once  those  reviews 
are  completed,  a  third  phase  begins  that  includes  ths  processing  of  the 
trainees  for  discharge,  Over  one-third(38.  2  percent)  of  the  cadre  felt  that 
the  amount  of  timo  taken  during  the  third  phase  should  be  reduced,  Sometimes 
the  discharged  soldiers'  demand  for  a  separation  physical  exam  is  the  eause  for 
tha  delay,  Moro  often,  however,  the  necessity  to  print  a  now  set  of  orders  and 
process  the  soldier's  records  ovorburdens  the  resources  that  are  available  to 
handle  the  paperwork  requirod,  The  cadre  desire  to  see  this  timo  period  re* 
ducod  primarily  because  they  have  found  that  the  soldier  who  knows  he  is  re¬ 
ceiving  a  discharge  under  the  TRADOC  Circular  635-1  becomos  impatient, 
frustrated,  and  often  a  discipline  problem.  This,  in  turn,  has  negative  effects  on 
tho  morale  of  the  othor  troops  who  are  still  in  training, 

In  addition,  there  were  frequent  complaints  about  tho  amount  of 
time  that  it  takes  to  process  the  paperwork  through  tho  chain  of  command. 

For  instance,  29.1  parcont  of  the  cadre  felt  that  oneo  the  discharge  had  been 
processed  at  tho  company  level,  it  took  too  much  time  to  obtain  tho  approval 
of  higher  authorities  (o,g,,  battalion,  brigade,  and,  on  rare  occasions,  the  post 
commander).  It  was  frequently  suggested  that,  to  expedite  the  discharge,  tho 
battalion  commandor  should  bo  the  final  approving  authority  whore  no  rebuttals 
or  othor  oxtonuiting  circumstances  exist,  They  noted  that  since  the  brigade 
commandor  almost  always  agvaas  with  the  recommendations  of  his  subordinates, 
his  formal  approval  does  not  change  the  outcomo  of  tho  discharge,  but  only 
lengthens  tho  process  by  several  days. 

Finally,  one-fifth  ef  tho  respondents  (20.0  porcont)  folt  that  the 
evaluation  period  at  tho  company  level  was  too  long,  Most  of  the  cadre's 
commonts  in  this  area  dealt  with  the  timo  "lost"  in  awaiting  supporting 
documentation  from  mental  hygiouo  personnel,1  Dy  contrast,  some  cadre 
(4,  5  percent)  folt  that  thoro  was  insufficient  timo  taken  at  tho  company  level  to 
evaluate  tho  trainoos  for  a  TDR  discharge,  This  position  was  usually  taksn  by 
cadre  who  woro  sensitive  to  tho  probloms  of  tho  "slow  loarnor"  in  Army 
training,'  Thoy  folt  thoso  trainoos  could  not  defend  thcmsolvos  against  a  hasty 
ovaluation,  In  a  similar  vein,  others  cautionnd  against  quickly  discharging 
"troublemakers"  under  tho  Program  bocausn  they  felt  that  soldiers  initially 
lacking  solf-discipline  could  bo  transformed  into  good  soldiers.  These  cadre 
often  vocallod  that  tl»y  had  gotten  Into  trouble  In  Ihclr  first  year  in  the  Army, but 
later  "shaped  up"  and  became  effective  soldiers, 
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Thoro  is  no  minir.,um  timo  limit  for  evaluating  a  trainee  for  discharge;  this 
aeoma  appropriate  given  the  need  Cor  flexibility  in  the  discharge  procedure,* 
However,  it  does  seem  apparent  that  thore  is  a  need  for  greater  toleranco 
on  the  part  of  some  cadre  toward  trainees  who  porform  poorly  in  their  first 
weeks  of  training. 


The  cadre  also  had  suggestions  on  how  other  aspects  of  the  TOP  could  be 
improved, 2  Theso  comments  were  volunteered  by  the  cadre  and  were  not  mado 
in  response  to  a  loading  question. 


Over  ono-fifth  of  all  the  cadre  interviewed  felt  that  a  large  number 
of  discharges  wore  the  result  of  recruiters  who  were  not  adequately  screening 
volunteers  or  wora  giving  the  recruits  misleading  information  about  what  to 
expect  in  the  Army,  Concerning  the  detrimental  effocts  that  persona  who  have 
boon  rocommondod  for  a  TDP  discharge  can  havo  on  the  morale  of  other 
trainees,  ten  cadva  (9,1  percent)  felt  that,  to  amollorato  this  potential  morale 
problom,  the  dischargees  should  bo  segregated  from  their  poors  after  tholr 
discharge  has  boon  approved  by  the  command  and  prior  to  the  timo  they  aro 
separated  from  service,  They  felt  that  this  segregation  should  bo  as  comploto 
as  possible,  including  separate  barracks  and  moss  halls. 


A  further  suggestion  given  by  5,4  percent  of  the  respondents  was  that 
tho  entira  program  receive  closer  monitoring.  This  position  was  generally 
taken  in  rosponse  to  feelings  that  tho  TDP  was  being  overusod  by  separating 
too  many  potentially  effective  ualnoee,'  Finally,  4,  5  percent  of  tho 
respondents  felt  that  the  giving  of  Honorable  Discharges  to  TDP  dischargees 
was  not  appropriate  and  was  far  too  lenient.  They  believed  that,  in  some  cases, 
soldiers  should  bo  punished  for  offenses  they  had  committed  rather  than  being 
honorably  separated  from  the  servico  through  the  TDP,  Others  fell  tho  TDP 
dischargees  should  not  bo  given  an  Honorable  Discharge  because  they  should 
not  bo  put  on  a  par  with  other  soldiers  who  successfully  servo  their  entire 
torm  of  enlistment.* 


1  TRADOC  Circular  635-1  specifies  that  two  separate  evaluations  arc  needed 
before  a  recommendation  for  discharge  can  bo  initiated, 

2  Only  those  suggestions  that  occured  with  a  minimum  response  rate  of  four 
porcant  are  dlscusaod  in  tills  section, 
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DISCUSSION 


In  this  report,  we  have  assn  that  individuals  who  are  discharged  under 
the  Trains*  Discharge  Program  are  unsuitable  for  military  service  and 
warrant  an  sarly  discharge.  We  have  also  seen  that  in  over  seventy-fivo 
percent  of  the  cases  we  observed)  the  reason  used  by  training  cadre  to  initiate 
and  recommend  soldiers  for  a  TDP  discharge  conforms  with  the  selection 
criteria  established  for  the  Program.  In  the  remaining  cases,  however, 
the  appropriateness  of  discharging  the  trainees  under  the  TDP  in  less  apparent. 
We  have  alio  seen  that  the  average  time  required  to  affect  TDP  discharges 
is  longer  than  what  was  intended  and  that  the  presence  of  the  dischargees  in 
the  training  areas  while  they  are  awaiting  the  processing  of  their  discharge 
papers  has  a  detrimental  effect  on  the  moral*  and  retention  of  those  trainees 
who  are  successfully  completing  their  training. 

In  this  last  section,  wo  will  first  review  the  Trainee  Discharge  Program's 
strengths  and  weaknesses,  as  they  directly  affect  its  principal  outcomes.  1.  o, . 
the  profile  of  the  TDP  dischargees.  Given  these  strengths  and  weaknesses, 
we  will  then  suggest  action  steps  that  might  be  takon  to  make  the  Program 
more  efficient,  equitablo,  and  effective  in  accomplishing  its  principal  objective, 
that  is,  the  rapid  identification  and  separation  from  sorvico  of  thosa  individuals 
who  are  unacceptable  for  further  military  sorvico. 


4,1  Program  Strengths 

The  Program's  principal  strength  is  that  it  Is  providing  m  effective 
means  of  screening  out  unqualified  or  undesirable  soldiers  at  a  vory  early 
stage  of  their  enlistment.  This  undoubtedly  has  enabled  the  Army  to  save  con¬ 
siderable  funds  and  reduce  its  training  coats. 

Although  thoro  la  no  diroct  evidence,  it  seems  highly  probable  that 
the  Program  has  also  roducad  delinquency  and  absenteeism  (AWOL  or 
desertion)  among  Army  BCT  and  AIT  trainees,  Army-wide  AWOL  ratos  have 
declinod  significantly  since  1973  and  tho  TDP  has  undoubtedly  contributed  to 
that  reduction,  although  most  of  the  variance  can  probably  bo  attributed  to 
higher  selection  standards, 

Another  strength  in  the  Program  is  found  in  its  relative  simplicity 
from  an  administrative  view  point.  As  we  have  reported  above,  the  TDP 
discharge  process  is  largely  a  company-level  function  that  is  usually  exocutod 
by  the  training  cadre  in  an  efficient  manner  with  a  minimum  of  support,  Tho 
simplicity  of  the  Program  is  largely  a  function  of  tho  limited  amount  of  paper¬ 
work  required  of  training  cadre  to  report  their  evaluations  of  tho  prospective 
dischargee. 
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Finally,  tho  TDP  serves  a  subtle  but  none  the  less  very  Important 
morale  and  job  enrichment  function.  By  requiring  that  the  decision  to  identify, 
evaluate  and  recommend  tho  TDP  discharge  be  largely  limited  to  company- 
level  training  personnel,  tho  Program  has  served  to  increase  the  responsibility 
and  authority  of  tho  training  company  commander  and  his  subordinates*  By 
placing  the  TDP  discharge  process  under  the  direct  operational  control  of  the 
company-level  training  cadre,  tho  Army  has  told  them  that  they  ars  viewed  as 
being  competent  and  professional  enough  to  decide  the  military  careers  of  the 
trainees  under  their  command.  This  practice  cannot  help  but  boost  the  morale 
of  those  training  cadre  who  seek  an  important  rolo  in  tho  Army  training  *od 
decision-making  process.  Also,  by  providing  these  cadre  the  opportunity  to 
perform  an  important  and  observable  function  in  the  Army,  their  feelings  of 
self-esteem  and  job  satisfaction  cannot  help  but  be  enhanced*  Thue,  by 
instituting  tho  TDHtho  Army  has  improved  its  orglni national  effectiveness 
and  improved  the  Army  work  environment* 


4,  2  Program  Weaknesses 

Tho  Trainee  Discharge  Program,  like  any  Army-wide  program 
with  such  far-roaching  consequences,  is  not  without  its  faults.  In  faet, 
inherent  in  some  of  the  strengths  wo  have  discussed  above  aro  tho  bases 
for  soma  of  its  weaknesses.  For  example,  while  company-level  control 
of  most  of  tho  TDP  discharge  evaluation  process  is  beneficial  from  a 
cost -effective,  job  enrichment,  and  morale -building  standpoint,  it  may  bo 
subject  to  abuse  and/or  misuse  by  training  cadre  who  are  not  totally 
aware  of  tho  far-reaching  consequences  TDP  discharges  have  for  the 
Army,  As  wo  noted  earlier,  company-level  cadre  use  varying  reasons 
and  procedures  for  discharging  soldiers  under  the  Program  that  are 
occasionally  at  variance  with  tho  Program  directives.  Hence,  tlverd  is 
some  Inconsistency  in  tho  way  tho  TDP  is  Implemented  between  posts, 
brigades,  battalions,  companies  and  platoons, 

Tho  inconsistent  application  of  the  TDP  between  units  is  partially 
the  result  of  another  major  weakness  in  the  Program- -the  clarity  and 
comprehensiveness  of  the  documentation  upon  which  the  Program  is  based, 
The  training  cadre  wo  interviewed  found  many  parts  of  the  TRADOC 
Circular  635-1  vague  and  unclear.  First,  tlm  principal  selection 
criteria,  "aptitude",  "motivation",  and  "self-discipline",  arc  so  broadly 
defined  they  provide  little  guidance  tv'  these  cadre  in  judging  whether  a 
trainee  manifests  these  characteristics  and  therefore  deserves  to  bo 
discharged  under  the  TDP,  Also,  tho  Program  documentation  is  criticised 
in  part  for  being  self-contradictory.  For  example,  on  the  one  hand  tho 
trainee  may  be  discharged  under  the  TDP  for  exhibiting  a  lack  of  "aptitude" 
or  "capacity  to  learn",  but  not  for  "mental  defects  warranting  separation 
through  medical  channels,"  The  distinction  between  these  two  criteria 
is  not  clear  to  many  of  tho  cadre  we  interviewed.  Similarly,  the  trainee 
may  be  discharged  for  "vufltnoss",  but  not  for  "physical  defects"  warranting 
separation  through  medical  channel:  There  is  a  need  for  clarification  on 
tl  oso  points, 


Tt\o  F  rag  ram  documentation  is  also  criticised  tor  not  being  specific 
enough  In  describing  where  the  proapectlve  TDP  dischargees  are  to  bo 
quartered  and  what  duties  they  ara  to  be  aiatgned  after  their  discharge 
recommendation  has  boon  approved  and  they  are  waiting  to  receive  their 
discharge  papers,  As  a  result,  aach  battalion  and  conapany  la  left  to  ita 
own  devlcaa  in  deciding  quarter  theee  pereona,  ^.^dutiee  they 

are  to  perform,  and  ehaii  euperviae  them.  A*  noted  above,  the  cadre 
report  that  the  pretence  of  theee  proapectlve  diachargeea  in  the  training 
company  area  undermines  the  morale  and  eohesiveneae  of  the  ’’good" 
trainee*  who  remain*  lead*  to  other  aoldiera  asking  for  early  discharges 
under  the  Program*  and  overburdens  an  already  fully  occupied  training 
cadre,  especially  during  the  early  weeks  in  BCT  when  drill  sergeants 
muet  be  closely  aupervlaing  qj^tho  trainees, 

4.3  Recommendations  for  Change 

Based  on  our  analysis  of  the  survey  data,  our  interviews  with  Army 
personnel  above  the  company-level  in  the  chain  of  command,  and  our  own 
observations  made  during  a  period  of  over  two  months  at  the  training  sites,  wo 
can  identify  several  areas  In  which  changes  should  bo  made  to  improve  the  fair¬ 
ness,  efficiency,  and  effectiveness  with  which  the  TDP  is  implemented  in  the 
field. 

4.3.1  Clarifying  Tho  Program's  Objectives 

Thovo  is,  first  of  all,  a  need  to  clarify  the  goals  of  tho  Program  by 
stating  the  criteria  for  discharge  or  "indicators  of  quality"  in  a  manner  which 
is  more  easily  understood  and  less  subject  to  misinterpretation  by  the  company  - 
level  training  cadre,  By  the  same  token,  the  criteria  to  bo  used  to  select 
persona  for  a  TDP  discharge  should  bo  made  more  explicit  and  more  din  - 
tlnqulshablo  from  those  used  to  discharge  others.  A*  noted  earlier,  a  sub¬ 
stantial  portion  of  trainoos  are  given  TDP  discharges  as  a  result  of  menial  ami 
physical  Ineptitude,  fraudulent  enlistment,  committing  delinquent  acta,  and 
simply  failing  to  qualify  with  their  weapon  when  they  should  ^  be  discharged 
under  tho  TDP  for  those  reasons. 

Wo  also  found  wide  disagreement  among  the  training  cadre  as  to 
whether  or  not  a  soldier  who  is  purfurming  satisfactorily  but  who  states  ho 
wants  to  be  released  from  the  Army  should  be  given  a  discharge  under  the  TDP, 
We  beliovo  the  Army  should  tako  steps  to  resolve  this  controversy.  As  it 
stands  now,  substantial  numbers  of  the  TDP  discharges  are  Initiated  and  effected 
simply  becauso  tho  trainee  wants  to  get  out  of  the  Army, 

4.3 .2  Improving  the  TDP  Discharge  Process 

There  are  several  ways  4n  which  the  Program  discharge  process  can 
be  changed  lo  make  a  basically  efficient  and  sound  sot  of  procedures  oven  batter. 
Per  instance,  as  noted  earlier,  In  moat  cases  there  is  considerable  delay  be¬ 
tween  the  day  a  recommendation  fi  r  discharge  is  approved  by  the  final  authority 
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(usually  the  brigndo  commander)  and  the  day  the  soldier  is  separated  from  the 
Army  and  loaves  the  post.  This  delay  primarily  occurs  in  tho  post  trainee 
personnel  section  offices.  It  was  beyond  tho  scope  of  this  inquiry  to  investigate 
why  tho  processing  of  tho  trainee  takes  as  long  as  it  does,  but  it  seems  apparont 
that  thu  trainee  personnel  section  offices  are,  quite  simply,  understaffed  if 
they  are  to  process  tho  TDP  dischargee  in  loss  time  than  they  are  currently 
taking.  In  any  case,  we  believe  that  thla  phase  of  the  TOP  discharge  process 
warrants  immediate  investigation  because  the  delays  incurred  are  coatly,  both 
in  torms  of  expenditures  required  to  keep  the  prospective  dischargees  on  i’ 
active  duty,  and  because  of  the  aerious  morale  and  discipline  problems 
caused  by  the  unmotivated- -and  in  many  casos  embittered  and  delinquent-- 
dischargees  who  must  wait  in  tho  company  training  area  for  long  periods  of 
time  while  awaiting  discharge. 


This  problem  is  related  to  two  other  changoa  which  wo  foel  should 
be  effected  to  improve  tho  Program,  It  would  not  he  difficult  to  set  aside  a 
special  holding  barracks  away  from  the  training  companlo*  whore  TDP 
dlich&fgoos  would  bo  qu&rteved  svbilo  undergoing  processing  for  disch*rgo» 
Many  of  tho  dischargees  are  already  assigned  post-wide  special  duties  to 
perform,  thu*  there  would  bo  no  need  to  effect  radical  change  in  terms  of 
What  they  are  assigned  to  do.  These  special  holding  barrack*  would  bo 
supervised  by  staff  qther_thm\_^on^a.ny  .training  cadre  whoae  talents  and 
apodal  drill  instructor  training  arc  not  properly  utilised  if  they  are  assigned 
tho  extra  task  of  supervising  TDP  dischargees, 


The  placing  of  all  tho  post  dischargees  In  a  central  area  would  also 
serve  to  facilitate  pro-soparation  counseling  of  thoso  dischargees.  From 
our  interviews  with  tho  dlachargoos  after  they  loft  tho  aorvlce,  it  is  apparont 
that  many  leave  tho  survico  either  embittered,  bewildered,  or  both.  It  is 
quite  apparent  that  a  proactive  ;<ro- separation  counseling  program  is  needed  to 
facilitate  tho  TDP  dlachargoos'  entry  back  into  civilian  life.  Moreover,  it 
might  improve  tho  dischargees  attitude  toward  the  Army— an  Important  con¬ 
sideration  for  any  military  organisation  depending  on  volunteers  to  fill  its  ranks, 


Finally,  there  is  an  urgent  need  for  an  ongoing  Army-wide  evaluation 
of  the  TDP  to  assist  Army  commanders  In  their  efforts  to  control  and  Improve 
tho  Program,  This  could  bo  accomplished  using  tho  survey  feedback  approach 
currently  omployod  in  many  American  industries.  This  approach  would  require 
the  development  of  valid  and  reliable  psychometric  and  sociological  measures 
comparable  to  thoso  developed  for  tills  Inquiry,  Thoso  measures  could  be  in¬ 
corporated  in  self-administorod  mail  questionnaires  administered  periodically 
at  various  command  levels  to  provide  Army  leaders  and  training  cadre  a 
comprehensive  view  of  how  tho  Program  is  being  implemented.  These 
instruments  can  bo  made  relatively  simple  and  machine-readable  to  assure 
accurate  and  rapid  turn-around  of  evaluation  results.  They  can  also  bo  made 
confidential  and  anonymous  to  help  assure  accurate  and  valid  responses  to 
the  surveys  without  fear  of  reprisals  or  use  of  tho  survey  data  by  others  as  s 
tool  for  evaluating  specific  Individuals, 


There  la  another  important  advantage  of  having  a  source  of  data  on 
the  TOP.  Theae  data  can  be  aggregated  and  used  by  Army  researchers  to 
diagnoao  reasons  for  trainee  failures  and  thereby  lead  to  the  development  of 
new  recruitment  and  selaetion  tools.  This  Inquiry  has  provided  some  insight 
on  the  profile  of  the  ineffective  trainee,  but  it  is  only  a  beginning.  The 
development  of  a  more  comprehensive  and  representative  data  base  would  be 
invaluable  in  research  efforte  designed  to  develop  means  of  selecting  and,  if 
necessary,  assisting  cadre  to  train  more  effective  soldiers, 

.  In, summary,  ,wu  have  attempted  in  this  Inquiry  to  present  an  accurate 
view  of  the  Trainee  Discharge  Program  ai  it  is  being  applied  in  the  field. 

Based  on  the  evidence  we  found,  we  must  conclude  that  the  TDP  la  serving  a 
badly  needed  function  by  rapidly  screening  out  individuals  who  are  unsuitable 
for  further  military  service  at  an  early  stage  of  their  enlistment.  Moreover, 
this  goal  is  bolng  accomplished,  in  most  cases,  in  a  generally  equitable  and 
efficient  manner. 
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This  Appendix  contain*,  in  th*  order  of  their  actual  u*o, 
example*  of  the  form*  u*ed  by  military  pefsonnol  to  (1)  record 
^helr  evaluation*  of  Army  trainee*,  and  (<*5)  recommond  and 
procoa*  honorable  discharges  under  the  Trainee  Discharge 
Program, 

The  "Counseling  Checkll*t,rand  "Counseling  Record"  form* 

(page*  A«3  and  A -4)  are  completed  by  enliited  training  cadre,  uaually 
BCT  drill  sergeant*  and,  AIT  instructors,  The  form  entitled, 

"Evaluation  for  Diacharge  for  Enlistee*  Before  180  Active  Duty  Day*" 
(pago  A. 5)  i*  alao  completed  by  the  trainee'*  first -line  supervisor, 
usually  hi*  or  her  platoon  sergeant  or  a**i*tant  platoon  sergeant. 

Thu  form  used  by  military  paychological  counseling  personnel  to 
report  their  evaluation*  of  a  trainee'*  auitabillty  for  the  Army 
(page  A-6)  1*  frequently  requested  and  u*od  by  training  company 
commander*  to  support  their  recommendation  for  discharging  a 
trainee  under  tho  TDP,  The  "Notification  Letter  of  Proposed  Discharge" 
form  (paga  A-?)  is  used  to  notify  the  traineos  of  their  company 
commander's  recommendation  for  their  discharge  under  the 
TDP,  It  is  completed  by  simply  filling  In  a  brief  statement  In 
the  space  provided  under  paragraph  l  describing  the  reasons  the 
trainee  ia  toeing  recommended  Cor  a  TDP  diacharge,  Tho  trainee's 
endorsement  (or  lack  of  endorsement)  of  the  company  commander's 
recommendation  iH  recorded  on  tho  "Return  Endorsement"  form 
(page  A-h). 


in  addition  to  the  forma  presented  hero,  each  recommendation 
for  u  TDP  discharge  Ih  accompanied  by  letters  of  endorsement  usually 
written  toy  the  tralnoo'H  company  and  battalion  commanders.  The 
company  commander's  letter  1m  uaually  a  one-page  statement  describing 
why  the  uutojoet  trainee  should  bo  separated  from  service  under  tho 
TDP,  Tho  battalion  commander's  letter  is  usually  a  Iniof  paragraph 
supporting  tho  company  commander's  recommendation.  In  the  case 
of  rebuttals,  t  he  trainees  are  given  tho  opportunity  to  write  a  personal 
statement  appealing  tho  discharge  recommendation,  ,md  this  ututument 
is  forwarded  with  the  other  forms  to  tho  post  commander  for  a  final 
decision  on  the  matter. 


\-2 


s.f.,r  .  ' 

•  ••  ’• 


oouKukiLiNo  mm  . 

-  - =■ 

«nMMMMVMN4»^Mp4mp*  MM JmMHm  V  Imwmmmm*  ••  *  ■— 

Msimm 


/**.»  i  iw*  m  *  ■  j  «tii%  »*««■»•• 


i‘  3^b6rvu  Avortjo  l<AmiQ4  1-M<*  Ay#rtffo  O^UhttMoFiotm-A; 

■!  ,i*  M?xrvij  (l<i.U  FiMh  Stoond  PUvd  Fourth  Fifth  BUth  Bwvxmt>'  ; 

jf|f  . . .  .i  >'«>  •***  •*■<*»*  mmmhmom  itaamMipi*  mihimmw  *  > 

Ek  lowu-aoi'U  illUU*  I  j 

‘■I  I  ••  V  *  •  H  AtOMMUMtaOMAi*  MMMMMHM  WMMMkMU  *»«  tk  ***H*‘H  i  j 

i\Vi,  i  i^nVii  I  _  _  i 

fctav.iuwto  ■ 1  ! 

K,  V  \i.  ■  m«  ■  »  -  V«M«  (  mm uitair«ll»«MiM*  WMMMMMM  IMMMMN  MMWMMM  MMWllMIMMBINl  MMNMInm  ■to»Wfcw*fc*X  #*t»' *>-  ' t »  ' 

i  liot  ‘I ,W;I  utt  _ _  , 

E  J  lit  •  .  •  V  ■  «•«  Bit  \**  ...*«*».«*»•>  MMMHMMM  (MM MMMH  MSHHMM  MHHHMWIkii  '•  ■  k  *  .  i  ■  f  •'I  <  n- .  I  i 

E'fiijJ.I  li.'ttoJiMtlO  _____ _ _ _ _  _ _ 


r‘  i  SKif„l  li».\ 

Rj1  <  «H  '  H«KH  «•  k  «  H,l 

i  *!;  i 


ririt 

Btoond 

nuvd 

Fourth 

.1  l 

__J 

mtollfll  ij 


I*k»  »***» 


flu  .  II  III!  k  I  V'l  •*  «l«bt  W»»»k.  *»*■ 


-  .’ft 

!  I 


I  »•  ..  >*  ...Iti  m**»* 

li'H'i  ,i'T  IKVIt 


[App«mdlx  A -Pag*  A  -  3«] 


kil  l*  -.Mkik  ■  I««M 


/'*;  ftu a  C'i  IU «ljvd 


hrtlivi  i.cwk 


.HIM hiw*i >■*■»>»*«>»  »ihii  .«!-* 


ij'oaroo  Vmu* 


i^irra 


:*Eancar 


[Appendix  A  -  Pxgt  A* 3b] 


^  i  nil ' ■  H  [  ii|ii 


EVALUATION  FOR  DISCHAROB  FOR  ENLISTEES  BEFORE  180  ACTIVE  DUTY  DAYS 


C  1  First  Evaluation 
TRAINEE  DATA 


ACTIVE  DUTY  DATE 

TYPE  OF  TRAINING  (BCT,  AIT , , AIT/OJT). 


Saeond  Evaluation 


PERIOD  OF  EVALUATION. 
■ _ ORGANIZATION. 


1.  Tha  abova  named  ttalnaa  la  considered  unacceptable  for  furthar  military 
service  due  to  demonstrated  deficiencies  in  tha  followinl  erea(e)i 


t  3  Aptitude  . 
C  3  Motivation 


f  ^  Attltuda 
C  3  Saif  diaolpllna 


2.  Tha  following  indicator (a)  of  poor  quality  hava  bean  observed  or  experienced 
with  tha  abova  named  trainee) 


C  3  Quitter 

C  3  Hostility  toward  tha  Army 

£  3  inability  to  accept 

instructions  or  directions 

I 

^  J  Clearly  substandard 
performance 


C  3  Hlatory  of  drug  or  aloohol  abuse, 

[  3  Evidence  of  soclal/amotional 
maladjustment 

^  3  Lack  of  cooperation  with  peers 
and  superiors 

^  3  other  (Explain  Below) 


U$AARMC/°Jm.,3239  (RmIaoi  uiaasmc  ,Jt,  I  Au|  73,  whtth  may  ki  umS 

until  itaak  la  tihauittif)  AO  7va9«0*Am»vKn»»»Mt»  75-SM 
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REPORT  OP  MENTAL  HYGIENE  EVALUATION  Date 

__ _ (PLW  Rjg  40 -17) _ 

TOi  PROM  i 


NAME  RANK  SSN 

waa  evaluated  UP  on  with  the  following  reaultai 

EVALUATION! 

1.  Behavior!  [  ]  not  paychlatrleally  abnormal  [  ]  antlaocial 

[  ]  paaatve-aggreeilve  [  ]  paaalve-dependent  [  ]  hoattle  [  ]  auapictoua 
[  ]  biaarre  [  ]  immature  [  ]  inadequate  f  ]  axploaive 

2.  Violent  t  andanci  a  a !  [  ]  none  t  1  «ulcldal  [  ]  homicidal 

3,  Level  of  alertneaai  [  ]  fully,  alert  [  ]  dull  [  ]  aomnolent 

4,  Level  of  orientation!  (  ]  fully  oriented  [  ]  partial  [  ]  diaorlented 
3,  Moodt  [  ]  depreaeed  [  ]  appropriate  [  ]  euphoric 

6,  Thinking  proceaai  [  ]  clear  [  ]  confuaed  [  ]  biaarre 

7,  Thought  content!  [  ]  normal  (  ]  abnormal  [  ]  hallucinationa 

[  ]  deluaiona  [  ]  paranoid  Ideation 


IMPRESSIONS! 


1. 

2, 

3. 

4, 
3, 
£n, 


No  aignlflcant  payohiatrtc  dlaorder, 

Acute  altuational  maladjuatment. 

Character/behavior  dlaorder,  [  ]  mild  [  ]  moderate 
Intellectual  deficiency, 

Improper  uae  of/or  addiction  to  druga  and/or  alcohol , 
Other. 


RECOMMENDATIONS! 


1,  [  Continue  aame  duty  atatua, 

2.  [  Modify  training  aa  followai 


[  ]  aevere, 


3.  f  ]  Rehabilitative  tranafer, 

4.  [  j  MHCS  will  achedule  further  tnterviewa  with  individual, 
3.  [  ]  Medication  preacrlbed  aa  followai 

5.  [  j  Other  (a,  g, ,  change  of  MOS,  other  admin,  action,  etc,) 
7.  [  j  Elimination  UP  of 


PERTINENT  INFORMATION! 

[  ]  Yea  [  ]  No  Thia  individual  waa  and  la  capable  of  diatlnguiahing  right  from 
wrong  and  adhering  to  the  right,  He  la  reaponalble  for  hia  aettona  and  poaaeaaea  the 
mental  and  emotional  capacity  to  under atand  and  participate  in  broad  and  other  legal 
proceedlnga, 


4AM E  AND  RANK  OP  MENTAL  HYGIENE  OPPICER  SIGNATURE 

\ 

i 

JSA  MSDDAC  PLW  FORM  11?  (Mar  74)  Provtoua  Sdltiona  Obaolete 
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DSPARTKSHT  OP  THE  ARMY 
Fort  Knox,  Kentucky  40121 


lUBJIGTi  Diaoharga  From  th«  Uni  tod  Itatea  Array 


1,  Under  the  proviaiona  of  DA  meaeage  DTQ  011310s  Auluat  1973,  aubjaott  Evaluation 
and  Diaoharga  of  InliaCaaa  Before  110  Aotiva  Duty  Daya,  X  am  initiating  action  to 
diaoharga  you  from  tha  Unltad  Itataa  Army. 

2.  Tha  raaaona  for  my  propoaad  action  arat 


3.  Tha  final  daolalon  In  yeur  caaa  raata  with  tha  diaoharga  authority.  If  your 
diaoharga  la  approved  for  raaaona  atatad  in  paragraph  2,  you  vlll  bo  turnlahad  an 
Honorable  Diaoharga.  However,  if  you  do  not  hava  prior  military  aarvlca  you  ahould 
undaratand  that  duo  to  noncomplatlon  of  requlalta  aotiva  duty  tlma,  VA  and  other 
banaflta  normally  aaaooiatad  with  completion  of  honorable  aotiva  duty  aarvlca  will 
ba  affected.  For  example,  you  would  not  be  eligible  for  educational  banaflta  under 
tha  Cl  Bill  of  Rlghta.  Furthermore,  you  will  not  ba  permitted  to  raanliet  in  the 
Armed  Sarvicea  within  2  yaara  from  data  of  diaoharga. 

4.  You  hava  tha  right  to  praaant  any  rebuttal  or  atatamanta  in  your  bahalf  to  tha 
diaoharga  authority  or  you  may  waive  thaaa  rlghta.  Counael  (a  coanlaaioned  officer 
other  than  tha  company  ooamandar)  will  ba  made  available,  If  daalred.  You  aleo 
hava  tha  right  to  requeat  a  eeparation  phyaleal  if  you  feel  your  phyaloal  atate  hae 
changed  alnea  your  laat  examination. 

3,  Complete  tha  attached  acknowledgement  and  return  It  within  24  houra. 


UUABMC  Mill  (P*k7S) 
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SUBJECT;  Dtachnrgs  From  the  United  State*  Army 
FROM: 

TO: 

1,  t  hereby  acknowledge  notification  of  my  proponed  Honorable  Dleohargo  from 
the  United  Staten  Army.  1  understand  that  due  to  non -completion  of  requisite 
active  duty  time*  VA  and  other  benefit*  normally  aenoclated  with  completion 
of  honorable  active  duty  aervlce  will  be  affected. 

8,  t  (do)  (do  not)  doalre  to  have  a  counsel  aaellt  me  In  explaining  the  dleohargo 
procedure*  or  In  making  etutemont*  or  rebuild!!  on  my  behalf, 

a,  If  couhacl  l*  dealrod*  do  not  completil  Item*  a  and  4  and  do  not  sign. 
Return  thl*  indorsement  to  the  company  eommhnder  who  will  provide  you  with 
oounaol, 


b.  If  counsel  t*  not  dealred,  complete  Utm*  a  and  4*  sign  and  return  thl* 
completed  Indorsement  to  the  company  commander, 

a,  1  (do)  (do  not)  desire  to  have  a  separation  medical  examination  If  thl*  dis¬ 
charge  is  approved, 

■l,  I  (do)  (do  hot)  desire  to  make  statements  or  submit  a  rebuttal  In  my  behalf. 
(Statement /rebuttal*  attached*  if  applicable). 


Having  been  advised  by  mo  of  the  reasons  for  separation*  the  right  a  available  to 
him,  noraonallv  made  the  choices  Indicated  above. 


USAARMC  FL|l?}(S*p?3) 
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JOB  RELATIONS  SCALE 


Variable,  Thia  acale  ia  deaigned  to  meaauro  the  extent  to  which 
the  reapondent  haa  had  poaitive  exporicncea  in  the  civilian  work  environ¬ 
ment  aa  evidenced  by  hia  eaae  of  adjuatmont  to  routine  job  requlrementa 
and  enjoyment  of  good  rolationa  with  hia  fellow  worker a, 

Deacriptlon.  --  The  acale  containa  aeven  itcma,  five  of  which  were 
uaed  by  Littlopago  and  Fox  in  their  atudy  of  Army  Peraonnel  Confine¬ 
ment  Facility  inmate  a  (1972),  One  item  (Item  7)  waa  developed 
apecifically  for  thia  acale,  while  another  (Item  1)  waa  taken  from  the 
job  rolationa  acale  reported  in  Bauer  and  Stout  (1974), 

Scoring,  --  Reapondenta  checked  each  item  aa  either  moatlv  true 
or  moatly  falae.  The  reaponaoa  indicating  a  favorable  adjuatment  to 
work  aituationa  wero  aaalgnod  a  two  .  while  thoao  indicating  an  un¬ 
favorable  adjuatment  were  coded  one  ,  Total  acale  acoroa  were 
derived  by  aumming  the  item  acorea,  In  the  caae  of  miaaing  data, 
total  acalo  acoroa  wore  aaaigned  proportionately  according  to  the  num¬ 
ber  of  itema  for  which  valid  reaponaoa  wore  given.  Finally,  aoven  waa 
aubtracted  from  oach  total  acale  acore,  creating  a  range  of  0  -  7,  If 
any  caao  had  more  than  throe  miaaing  item  acorea,  it  waa  coded  aa 
miaaing  data,  Of  tho  miaaing  caaoa  that  occurred,  moat  reproaontod 
reapondenta  who  had  never  held  a  Job  before  entering  tho  aervico. 

Thorn  wero  12  auch  caaoa  in  tho  combined  experimental  and  control 
aamplea  (N  *  301), 

Reliability.  --  The  computed  alpha  coofficlcnta  wero  ,  632  for  tho 
experimental  group  and  .  722  for  tho  control  group,  auggoatlng  a  moder¬ 
ate  lovel  of  internal  coneietonuy. 

Validity,  --  A  a  Burning  tho  Job  Relationa  Scale  and  School  Rolationa 
Scale  both  moaauro  an  ability  to  adjuat  to  atructured  aituationa,  one 
would  anticipate  a  poaitive  correlation  between  the  two  acale*.  Thia  ia 
the  caae  (Table  B-l). 


School  Relation*  Scale  Score 
Low 

iM! _ 

rho  »  ,  29,  P  <  ,  001 


to- _ l&ab _ UL. 

62.9%  37,1  159 

—4*1.1 _ _ L2L 


B-2 


Continuing  with  the  assumption  that  the  Job  Relations  Scale  measures 
an  ability  to  adjust  to  a  structured  work  environment,  one  could  hypothesise 
that  our  control  group,  having  adjusted  to  Army  life,  will  score  higher  on 
the  Job  Relations  Scale.  A  Kruskal- Wallis  teat  supports  the  hypothesis, 
showing  that  tha  two  groups  do  differ  significantly  in  the  expected  way 
(H«22.  87,  P<,  001).  This  difference  is  obvious  when  one  examines  the 
means  for  each  group.  In  the  dischargee  group,  the  mean  score  was  5.  5 
while  In  the  control  group  it  waa  6.  5.  Forty-one  percent  of  the  dischargees 
scored  below  the  overall  scale  median  compared  to  only  eleven  percent  in 
the  control  group. 

Items.  --The  aevsn  scale  Items  are  listed  below  with  the  means  and 
standard  deviations  of  item  scores  for  both  the  TDP  dischargee  sample 
(E)  and  the  non-discharges  control  saimple  (C). 


I  tan 
No. 

Item 

Mean 

ft 

C 

Standard 

Deviation 

E  .  C 

N 

E 

C 

1. 

Holding  a  steady  job  was 
difficult  for  ms 

1.71 

1.93 

.45 

.  22 

228 

60 

2. 

1  often  changed  from  job 
to  job 

1.66 

1.90 

.46 

,  30 

226 

39 

3. 

Jobs  I  held  were  boring 

1.61 

1. 83 

.49 

.  36 

227 

60 

4. 

I  frequently  lost  jobs 
because  I  arrived  to 
work  late 

1.91 

1.93 

.29 

.22 

227 

61 

3. 

I  would  visually  take  a  job  and 
quit  after  a  few  days  or 
weeks 

1.86 

1. 95 

.  35 

.  22 

227 

61 

6. 

I  had  difficulty  getting  along 
with  people  I  worked  with 

t.  90 

2.00 

.  30 

W  m 

227 

63 

7,'!' 

I  enjoyed  working 

1.89 

1.84 

.  31 

.  37 

227 

62 

^Reversed  item 
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SCHOOL  RELATIONS  SCALE 

Variable.  --This  scale  la  designed  to  measure  the  perceived  quality  of 
relations  the  respondent  had  within  the  school  environment  while  he  was 
growing  up. 

Description.  --The  scale  consists  of  six  items,  four  from  a  unl-dimen- 
sional  "School  Problems"  measure  used  in  a  survey  of  Armed  Personnel 
Control  Facility  inmatos  by  Llttlepage  and  Fox  (1972.  p.  57)  and  two  items 
from  Bauer  and  Stout  (1974).  A  seventh  Item,  "My  teachers  did  not  care  for 
me, 11  was  omitted  because  it  correlated  poorly  with  the  othor  School  Relations 
Scale  Items. 

Scoring.  --Those  responses  Indicating  favorable  school  relations  were 
coded  two,  while  those  Indicating  unfavorable  relations  were  assigned  a  one. 
The  Individual  items  scores  were  summed  to  obtain  the  total  scale  score. 
Where  item  scores  were  missing,  scale  scores  were  assigned  proportionately 
according  to  the  number  of  responses  given.  To  create  a  0-6  scale  range, 
six  was  subtracted  from  each  total  scale  score.  All  501  respondents  gave 
enough  valid  responses  (four  or  more)  to  be  Included  in  the  analysis. 

Reliability.  --Alpha  coefficients  were  .914  for  the  experimental  group 
and  ,  835  for  the  control  group,  suggesting  a  high  level  pf  internal  consistency. 

Validity.  --Assuming  a  respondent  with  favorable  relations  Is  likely  to 
stay  In  school  longer  than  a  respondent  with  poor  school  relations,  one  would 
expect  those  scoring  high  on  school  relations  to  have  completed  more  school 
than  tholr  lower-scoring  counterparts.  The  rank-order  correlation  co¬ 
efficient  between  school  relations  and  years  of  education  Is  .  34,  (P  <.001, 
Table  B-2),  suggesting  the  scale  has  construct  validity,  In  addition,  the  high 
level  of  Internal  consistency  offers  circumstantial  evldonce  of  the  scale's 
content  validity.  (Nunnally,  1967,  p,  82), 


Table  B-2.  School  Relations  by  Education 

Education  Mean  School  Relations  Score  N 


Grade  School  or  less 

2.  33 

15 

Some  high  school 

2.  54 

124 

Completed  high  school 

3.  51 

120 

Attended  college 

3.  88 

42 

Sinco  the  School  Relations  and  Job  Relations  scales  both  measure 
an  ability  to  adjust  to  structured  situations,  a  high  coivslation  between 
the  two  would  provide  further  evidence  of  the  construct  validity.  The 
actual  rank-order  correlation  coefficient  is  .  29  (Table  B-l  on  p,  B-2), 

A#  noted  above  in  our  description  of  the  Job  Relations  Scale,  there 
is  |  positive  correlation  between  the  respondent's  ability  to  adjust  to 
school  and  his  ability  to  adjust  to  Army  life.  One  would  also  expect 
to  find  a  positive  correlation  between  school  relations  and  the  ability 
to  adjust  to  Army  life,  The  data  , support  this  expectation.  The  mean 
School  Relations  score  for  the  diichargee  group  is  2.88,  while  it  is 
3,79  for  the  non -dischargee  group  (t(300)  ■  4,18,  P<,001).  In  terms 
of  a  correlation  coefficient  (phi),  the  relationship  may  be  expressed 
as  .21  (Table  B-3). 

S&feiSjLli  ,  flahafll-SUlatlons  bv  Sample 

SsJip.,9.1 

StiDRiS _  Low _ High  _ N 

Dischargees  60,8%  “39,  2  237“ 

Non  -  dischargees  34,9  65,1  63 

phi  n  ,  21  .  '  '  —  — .  "  “ -*— ■ 

Items,  «»  The  six  items  comprising  the  final  scale  are  listed 
below  along  with  the  moans  and  standard  deviations  for  both  the  TDP 
dischargee  experimental  sample  (E)  and  the  non-disehnrgec  control 
sample  (C). 
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.lLsmjI 


I-  Mitf 


Standard 

Item  Mean  Deviation  N 


No, 

Item 

E 

C 

__E _ 

C 

E 

C 

1, 

1  did  not  like  school 

1,  53 

1.83 

.  50 

.  38 

238 

63 

2. 

I  had  difficulty  with  echool  work 

1.  54 

1.81 

.  50 

,40 

238 

63 

3,»!« 

I  enjoyed  achool 

1.  56 

1.78 

.  50 

.42 

237 

63 

4. 

My  parenta  (or  guardiana) 
were  not  happy  with  the 
gradea  I  received  in 
achool 

1.  52 

1.65 

.  50 

.48 

238 

62 

sf 

I  participated  In  group 
activttiea  (Scouting 
programe,  4-H  Club, 
youth  cluba,  achool 
projecta  ) 

1.41 

1.41 

.49 

.  50 

237 

63 

6* 

I  participated  in  organized 

1.  31 

1.  32 

.46 

.47 

238 

63 

team  eporta 


R o  v o r u  c d  Item 


FAMILY  RELATIONS  SCALE 


Variable,  --  Tina  scalo  is  designed  to  measure  the  respondent's 
subjective  perceptions  of  the  quality  of  family  rotations  that  prevailed 
in  his  homo  while  ho  was  growing  up.  The  scalo  incorporates  sovoral 
facets  of  family  relations,  Including  family  euhosivonosfl  (closeness)  , 
parental  punitivoness,  and  level  of  family  responsibilities  assigned  to 
the  respondent. 

Description,  --  The  scalo  is  composed  of  eight  itemB  which  tho 
respondent  chocked  as  mostly  true  or  mostly  ftvlso .  and  two  items 
having  six  closed  -  response  categories,  Tho  latter  two  wore  later 
dichotomized.  Items  1-4  wo're  taken  from  B&chmah'a  Youth  in 
Transition  study  of  sophomore  high  Bchool  boys  in  the  United  States 
(1970,  pp,  19  -20).  The  remaining  items  wore  used  previously  to 
measure  perceptions  of  family  cohesivonoBB  and  responsibilities 
among  U.S,  Army  Personnel  Control  Facility  inmates  (Littlcpago  and 
Fox,  1972,  p,  57),  Tho  following  throe  itomB  wore  dolhted.  because 
they  correlated  poorly  with  tho  othor  Family  Relations  Scale  items  i 

•  I  had  to  tako  care  of  my  brothers 

and  aistorB 

•  My  parents  (or  guardians)  wore 

concerned  about  my  welfare 

•  My  parents  depended  on  mo  for 
financial  support 

Scoring,  --  Tho  responses  indicating  favorable  family  relations 
wore  assigned  a  hyo  while  those  Indicating  unfavorable  family  relations 
were  coded  one.  In  cases  with  missing  data,  scale  scores  wore  as¬ 
signed  proportionately  according  to  tho  numbor  of  responses  given, 
Finally,  ton  was  subtracted  from  each  scalo  score,  creating  a  rango  of 
0  -  10,  Cases  with  four  or  more  missing  item  scores  wore  coded  as 
missing  data.  There  were  11  such  cases  In  the  combined  experimental 
ancl  control  samples  (N  ~  301). 

Reliability,  --  Tho  scale  yielded  alpha  coefficients  of  ,746  for  tho 
experimental  group  and  ,  677  for  the  control  group,  indicating  a  mo¬ 
derate  level  of  internal  consistency. 

Validity,  -  -  The  moderate  level  of  inte  rnal  consistency  provides 
circumstantial  evidence  of  the  content  validity  t»f  tho  scale  (Nunnally, 
1967,  p.  82). 

Items,  --  The  ton  items  included  in  the  final  scale  are  given  below, 
along  with  the  means  and  standard  deviations  for  both  the  TDP  dis¬ 
chargee  sample  (E)  and  the  nmi-dischargee  control  sample  (C), 
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Item  Mean 


Nu , _ 

It  em 

E 

C 

t. 

When  you  were  growing  up 
did  you  feel  fairly  oloae  to 
your  father  (or  male 
guardian)' 

1.73 

1.71 

2. 

When  you  were  growing  up  did 
you  feel  fairly  close  to  your 
mother  (or  female  guardian)? 

1,89 

l,  90 

3. 

When  you  were  growing  up, 
how  much  did  you  want  to 
he  the  kind  of  peraon  your 
father  (or  male  guardian)  la 
when  you  became  an  adult? 

1.47 

1. 60 

4. 

How  much  did  you  want  to 
be  like  the  kind  of  peraon 
your  mother  (or  female 
guardian)  la? 

1.47 

1.44 

5. 

My  family  wn#  happy 
logo the  r 

1.86 

l,  84 

6. 

My  family  did  things 
together 

1.78 

1.79 

7. 

l  felt  l  could  talk  to  my 
father  (or  male  guardian) 

1. 69 

1. 70 

8. 

I  felt  I  could  talk  to  my 
mother  (or  female 
guardian) 

1,83 

1. 78 

9. 

My  parent*  (or  legal 
guardian*)  were  happy 
together 

1.81 

1.  82 

0. 

I  often  had  to  help  my 

l,  37 

1.  28 
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Standard 

Deviation  N 

JB _ 9 _ £ _ £ 


,44 

.46 

222 

59 

.  31 

.  30 

236 

62 

.  50 

.49 

217 

60 

,  50 

■  .  50 

233 

62 

.  35 

.  37 

238 

63 

.42 

,  41 

238 

63 

.  46 

,  46 

225 

57 

.  38 

.42 

236 

63 

.  40 

.  39 

222 

60 

,48  .45  258  60 

i 

j 
t 


10. 


I  often  hod  to  help  my 
family 


.45 


258  60 


TRAINING  ANXIETY  SCALE 


Variable,  --This  la  a  verbal-response  meftsuro  of  the  level  of 
situational  anxiety  experienced  by  the  Army  trainee,  It  la  designed  to 
measure  anxiety  related  to  the  trainee's  inability  to  cope  with  (1)  the 
training  exercises,  (2)  the  risk  of  bodily  injury,  (3)  the  drill  sergeant's 
yelling,  arid  (4)  the  risk  of  falling  to  complete  this  training, 

DaSdrlptJoni  •  •  The  scale  contains  five  items,  each  with  four  closed- 
response  categories.  For  each  item  the  respondent  chose  the  response 
best  describing  the  frequency  with  which  he  experienced  the  feeling  described, 
The  five  items  were  developed  specific  all, yf  or  this  study, 

Scoring,  -  -The  four  responses  were  assigned  numeric  values  as 
follows  i 


4  very  often  or  all  the  time 
3  occasionally  or  sometimes 
2  seldom 
1  never 

Item  scores  wore, then  totalled  to  obtain  the  scale  score,  Five  was  sub¬ 
tracted  from  each  scale  score  to  obtain  a  range  of  0-15  ,  There  were  no 
missing  responses. 

Reliability.  --  Tito  scale  yielded  alpha  coefficients  of  ,009  for  the  dis¬ 
chargee  group  and  ,618  for  the  control  group,  Indicating  a  moderate  level 
of  Internal  consistency, 

Validity.  --  In  addition  to  the  Training  Anxiety  Seale,  the  data  set 
contains  one  other  potential  meatiun,  of  anxiety  or  nervousness  during 
training.  When  giving  reasons  for  a  trainee's  discharge,  training  cadre 
often  specified  nervousness  er  physical  symtoms  of  hyperanxiety,  Pre¬ 
suming  that  both  variables  indicate  that  the  respondent  experienced  anxiety 
during  training,  one  would  expect  the  two  variables  to  be  related,  More 
specifically,  one  would  expect  that  those  respondents  discharged  for 
nervousness  would  have  higher  Training  Anxiety  Scale  score®  than  those 
discharged  for  other  reasons. 
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A  t-test  was  used  to  compare  tha  Training  Anxiety  Scala  acoraa  for 
each  group.  Surprialngly  tho  two  means  (13,  99  for  those  discharged  for 
nervousness  and  13,  94  for  the  others)  do  not  differ  significantly  (t  (229)*.  31), 
The  same  relationship  may  be  expressed  In  terms  of  a  correlation  co¬ 
efficient  (polnt-blsarlal)  as  -.02, 

There  are  several  possible  reasons  for  the  failure  of  the  expocted 
relationship  to  occur,  First,  the  respondent  may  have  experienced  high 
anxiety  but  never  have  shown  It)  consequently,  the  training  cadre  would  not 
have  listed  nervousness  as  a  reason  for  discharge,  Second,  the  dischargee's 
recall  of  his  anxiety  during  training  may  not  have  been  accurate,  Third,  the 
two  measures  may  be  evaluating  two  substantively  different  constructs, 

A  second  test  of  validity  was  more  encouraging.  Assuming 
that  anxiety  arises  when  ono  perceives  a  situation  ar  overpowering, 
one  would  expect  those  scoring  high  on  the  Training  Anxiety  Scale  to 
score  k-w  on  the  Personal  Competence  Scale,  The  data  support  this 
assumption  (Tablo  B-4  and  discussion  on  p,  B«1 1), 


Items.  ?«The  five  Items,  along  with  the  means  and  standard  deviations 
for  the  dischargee  experimental  group  (S3)  and  the  non-dlschargee  control 
group  (C),  are  listed  below, 


Standard 

Item  Mean  Deviation 


No, 

Item 

D 

C 

D 

C 

D 

C 

1. 

How  often  did  tho  training 
exercise  you  were  told  to  do 
make  you  feel  'jumpy'  or 
nervous? 

2.60 

2,86 

1.  19 

.  84 

238 

63 

2. 

t 

How  often  did  you  worry  about 
not  having  sufficient  ability 
to  complete  your  training 
successfully? 

2,63 

3.06 

1.13 

.  82 

238 

63 

3. 

How  often  did  you  worry  about 
what  life  would  be  like  at  your 
next  duty  station? 

2.60 

2.44 

1.24 

1.07 

238 

63 

4, 

How  often  did  you  worry  about 
the  possibility  of  your  being 
injured  during  training? 

2.98 

3.03 

1.13 

.91 

238 

63 

3. 

How  often  did  the  drill 
sergeant's  yelling  make  you 

2.  03 

2.97 

1.  16 

1.02 

238 

63 

feel  'jumpy'  or  nervous? 


li-10 


PERSONAL  COMPETENCE  SCALE 

Variable,  »-  This,  scale  la  dealgnad  to  measure  the  extent  to 
which  the  respondent  feela  a  aenae  of  control  over  the  courao  of  hla 
lifo. 


Description,  --  The  scale  consists  of  three  questions  each  with 
dlchotomou#  closed-response  categoric  a*  The  itema  wero  adapted 
from  the  maaaura  developed  by  Campbell,  ot  al  (I960),  as  cited  in 
Meaaurca  of  Social  Psychological  AtLly^doa  by  Robinson  and  Shaver 
(1969,  p.  103), 

Scoring,  --  Those  responses  indicating  a  high  aenae  of  personal 
competence)  wore  assigned  a  two  while  those  auggoating  a  low  aenae 
poraonal  competence  wore  coded  one.  Scale  acorea  wore  obtained  by 
summing  individual  item  acorea.  If  one  reaponae  wa«  missing,  the 
scale  score  was  assigned  proportionately  according  to  the  two  re¬ 
sponses  given.  If  ntore  than  ono  reaponae  waa  missing,  the  case  was 
scored  as  missing  data.  There  wero  five  such  cases  in  the  combined 
experimental  and  control  groups  (N  «  301),  Moat  miaaing  reaponaea 
occurred  when  tho  respondent  felt  the  question  was  not  applicablo 
because  ha  never  planned  ahead  or  becauso  ha  did  not  believe  in  luck, 

Reliability.  --  The  scale  yielded  alpha  coefficients  of  .935  for  tho 
dischargee  experimental  group  and  .428  for  the  non-dischargee  control 
group,  suggesting  a  moderately  low  but,  for  exploratory  purposes,  an 
acceptable  level  of  internal  consistency. 

Validity.  --  It  is  generally  agrood  that  anxiety  atoms  from  fear  of 
bodily  injury  or  being  overwhelmed  by  situational  atimuli,  Thu  a,  It  i« 
reasonable  to  assumo  that  a  person  with  a  low  sense  of  personal  com¬ 
petence  1b  more  likely  to  perceive  a  situation  as  overpowering  and, 
hence,  in  more  suBcoptibla  to  anxiety  attacks.  Tho  Haiti  support  this 
assumption,  revealing  a  negative  correlation  between  personal  com¬ 
petence  and  training  anxiety  (Table  15-4), 

Table  13-4  Poraonal  Competence  by  Training  Anxiety 


XrsiGiiUL&i&six _ 

Low 

High 


Personal  Competence 
Lew  1  lilt  h 

49,  “  50,  T 

60,  9  39.1 


Items,  -  -The  three  scale  Items  are  given  below  along  with  the  means 
and  standard  deviations  for  both  the  dischargee  experimental  group  (E) 
and  the  non-dischargee  control  group  (C), 


Standard 

Item  Mean  Deviation 

No  . _ Item . . E  '  '  ‘  '  “  C . E  C  E  C 

1.  Have  you  usually  folt  1.45  1,70  ,50  .46  225  61 

pretty  sure  your  life 
would  work  out  the  way 
you  want  It  to,  or  have 
there  been  times  when 
you  haven't  been  very 
sure  about  it? 


2,  Do  you  feel  that  you  1,43  1,59  ,50  .'50  233  61 

are  the  kind  of  person 

who  gets  his  share  of 
bad  lucit,  or  do  you 
feel  that  you  have 
mostly  good  luck? 

! 

3,  When  you  plan  ahead,  2.95  2,97  ,21  ,18  234  62 

do  you  usually  got  to 

carry  out  things  the 
way  you  expoctod,  or 
do  things  usually  come 
up  to  make  you  change 
your  plans? 


i 

I 

I 

\ 

i 


i 


s 

! 
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EXPECTATION  OF  ARMY  LIFE  SCALE 


Variable*  -*  This  teal*  i«  designed  to  measure  the  extent  to 
which  the  respondent  had  positive  expectations  of  Army  life.  The 
items  tap  several  areasi  the  respondent's  anticipation  of  pro* 
blems  adjusting  to  Army  life  (items  1,  2  and  3);  how  the  respondent 
expected  others  to  act  (items  4  and  S)t  how  the  respondent  thought 
the  Army  would  affect  him  (item  6)i  and  the  respondent's  general 
expectations  concerning  the  quality  of  Army  life  (items  7  and  8). 

Description.  ••  The  scale  Includes  eight  questions  to  which 
the  respondent  answered  vsf  or  .  Items  1.  4,  5.  7  and  8  were 
adapted  from  "What  You  Think  about  the  Army  *  1,"  a  questionnaire 
developed  by  the  Army  Research  Institute.  Items  2,  3  and  6  were 
created  specifiaally  for  this  study.  Three  additional  items,  listed 
below,  were  deleted  because  of  their  poor  inter*item  correlation 
scores. 

Before  you  entered  the  Army  on  active  duty,  did  you  feel  thati 

•  The  physical  training  you  would  undergo  in  the 

Army  would  be  very  difficult  for  you  to  complete? 

'  It  would  be  easy  for  you  to  adjust  to  Army  life? 

•  You  would  find  your  superiors  easy  to  get  along  with? 

Attempts  to  create  subscales  failed  because  either  the  resulting  scales 
showed  poor  intornal  consistency  or  they  failed  to  identify  a  uni- 
dimensional  construct. 

Scoring,  --  Those  responses  suggesting  positive  expectations  wore 
assigned  a  two,  while  responses  indicating  negatlvo  expectations  wore 
coded  one.  To  croato  a  range  of  0  -  8,  eight  was  subtracted  from  each 
score.  Items  wore  summed  to  obtain  the  total  scale  scores  were 
assigned  proportionately  according  to  how  many  responses  wore  given. 
Cases  with  more  than  three  missing  responses  were  deleted.  There 
were  five  such  cases  identified  in  the  combined  experimental  and 
control  survey  samples  (N  ■  301). 

Reliability,  -•  The  scale  yielded  alpha  coefficients  of  ,614  for 
the  experimental  group  and  •  537  for  the  control  group,  Indicating  a 
moderate  level  of  internal  consistency. 

Validity.  --  The  moderate  level  of  internal  consistency  provides 
circumstantial  evidence  of  the  construct  validity  of  the  scale  (Nunnally, 
1967,  p,  82), 
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Items,  --Tho  eight  final  scale  items  are  given  below  alone  with  the 

•‘“dV.d  *vU,t#“  ,or  >»*  ‘h*  ll.ch.,,.,  .xp.rlm.M.1  group 
(E),  and  the  non«diichargee  control  group  (C),  "  ¥ 


Item 


Mean 


Before  you  entered  the  Army 
on  active  duty,  did  you  feel  that) 


Standard 

Deviation 

a _ c 


N 

E _  C 


orders? 


- " DM 

home  that  might  make  It 
difficult  for  you  to  complete 
your  tour  of  active  duty? 

>!i 

3.  You  would  have  difficulty  • 
remembering  or  under¬ 
standing  what  you  were 
being  taught  by  your  Army 
instructors? 

4‘  Your  Army  superiors  would 
usually  treat  all  soldiers  the 
•ame,  rogardlese  of  the 
soldiers'  racial  or  othnlc 
origins? 

5.  You  would  find  soldiers  In 
your  unit  very  co¬ 
operative? 

6.  Being  in  the  Army  would 
make  you  more  self- 
dlsclpllned? 

7*  would  find  Army  life 
boring? 

8.  You  would  like  the  Army1# 
way  of  doing  things? 


1,  79 

1.63 

.41 

.49 

232 

59 

1.78 

1,62 

,  41 

i 

.39 

235 

60 

\\  57 

1.84 

,50 

.  37 

228 

63 

1.  75 

1.  79 

.  44 

.41 

230 

62 

1.  79 

1. 67 

.41 

.  47 

230 

58 

1.60 

1,  87 

.49 

.  34 

230 

62 

1,  53 

1.77 

.  50 

,43 

233 

60 

1,  54 

1,  36 

.  50 

.48 

228 

53 

(Reversed  item) 


JUVENILE  DELINQUENCY  INDEX 


Variable.  -  -This  Index  la  designed  to  measure  the  extent  to  which  the 
respondent  participated  In  delinquent  activities  while  growing  up.  These 
activities  range  from  minor  infringements  such  as  staying  out  late  to 
more  serious  acts  like  assault  and  theft.  The  contents  of  the  index  Items 
vary  considerably  Ih  terms  of  the  serlousnesa'of  the  delinquent  act  and 
the  context  in  which  it  wa a  committed.  Item*  1 1  and  1(6  deal  with 
disruptive  behavior  in  school:  ltams  11,  14,  1$  and  IMeicvtbe  inter*, 
personal  aggression:  and  Items  3,  4,  5,  9,  10,1  3  and  16  focus  on  acts 
of  vandalism  or  tho ft.  '  * A  •.  o 

..  V  .  .  ...  '  "  .  . 

Description. --Twenty-three  Items  are  included  Ih  the  Index,  each  with 
five  closed-rosponse  categories  indicating  how  often  the  respondent  took 
part  In  the  specified  activity.  Twenty-one  of  the  Items  j(  l  - 1 9  and  2-23)  wore 
taken  from  a  checklist  of  delinquent  behaviors  reported  by  Bachman  (1970, 
pp,  162-163)  In  the  Youth  In  Transition  study  of  high  school  sophomore 
boys  In  tho  United  States.  Two  more  Items  (20  and  21)  wore  developed 
especially  for  this  study. 

Scoring. --Numeric  values  wet*o  assigned  to  the  responses  as  follows) 

0  never 

1  one  time 

2  two  times 

3  throe  or  four  times 

4  five  or  moro  times 

Total  Index  scores  are  tho  sum  of  individual  Item  scores,  Cases  with 
missing  data  were  assigned  total  index  scores  proportionately  according  to 
the  number  of  responses  given;  when  there  wore  more  than  three  missing 
responses  the  case  was  deleted. 

Reliability,  --The  Index  yielded  alpha  coefficients  of  .838  for  the 
experimental  group  and  .880  for  tho  control  group,  Indicating  a  moderately 
high  level  of  Internal  consistency, 

Validity,  --If  a  respondent's  proclivity  toward  delinquent  behavior  while 
growing  up  la  a  predictor  of  delinquent  behavior  later  on,  one  would  expect 
respondents  discharged  from  the  Army  for  committing  military  offenses  to 
haye  higher  Juvenile  Delinquency  Index  scores  than  those  discharged  for 
other  reasons.  A  Kruskal-Wsllls  test  shows  the  two  groups  do  differ  In  tho 
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if^s&'iiK  sjssfies* 


expected  manner  (Table  8-8),  The  average,  delinquency  ecore  o £ 
the  group  di*chi?getl  lor  offeneei  ia  much  Higher  (27*  4  )  than  that 
of  the  non-deliquent  diechargeaa  (21,1), 


Tfb^oB.8  Juvenile 


Itema.  -  -The  23  Index  item*  are  Ueted  below  »\ong  with  the  ?*>•»«•  and 
atandard  devlationa  for  both  the  TOP  dlachargee  experimental  group  (E)  and 
the  non-dlechargee  control  group  (C). 

i 

Standard 

Item  Mean  Da  vile  t  ion  N 


No, 

E 

C  _ 

-c . 

E 

C 

1. 

I  atayed  out  later  than  my 
parenta  (guardians)  aatd  I 
could, 

2.  92 

3,  31 

1.62 

'1.  18 

238 

63 

2, 

I  ran  away  from  home. 

,  66 

.30 

1.07 

.61 

238 

63 

3, 

I  took  something  not 
belonging  to  me  worth 
leee  than  $30. 

1.  32 

1.4? 

1.37 

1.63 

238 

62 

4. 

I  went  onto  someone's  land 

1,  14 

1,  56 

1.  91 

1.64 

238 

62 

or  into  some  houae  or 
building  when  I  waen't 
auppoeed  to  be  thore. 


5, 

I  set  fire  to  eomeone  elae'a 
property  on  purpoae. 

.  08 

.21 

,39 

.65 

238 

63 

6. 

I  argued  or  had  a  fight 
with  one  of  my  parenta. 

2.  16 

2,  3l 

1,78 

1,80 

238 

63 

7. 

I  got  into  trouble  with  the 
police  because  of  some- 

l.  11 

.86 

1,40 

1. 16 

2  38 

63 

thing  I  did, 


n-i6 


Standard 


Item  Mean  Deviation  N 


No. 

_  Item 

E 

C 

B 

C 

E 

C 

8. 

I  hurt  aomaons  badly 
enough  to  require  bandages 
or  a  doctor  for  their 

,67 

,31 

1,20 

1.05 

237 

63 

Injuriee. 

9. 

I  damaged  echool  property 
on  purpoee. 

.24 

.41 

.74 

.98 

238 

63 

10. 

1  took  something  from  a 
■  tore  without  paying  for  it, 

1.32 

1.86 

1,35 

1,  56 

237 

63 

11. 

I  hit  a  teacher. 

.29 

.29 

,79 

.89 

238 

63 

12. 

I  drank  an  alcoholic 
beverage  (liquor,  beer, 
wine)  without  my 
parents'  permlaaion, 

2.6 

3.0 

1.78 

1.39 

238 

62 

13, 

I  took  a  car  that  didn't 
belong  to  aomeone  in  my 
family  without  permlaaion 
of  the  owner. 

.15 

.  16 

,62 

.65 

238 

63 

14. 

1  hit  my  father. 

.31 

,11 

.89 

.41 

238 

62 

13. 

I  took  part  In  a  fight  where 
a  bunch  of  my  frienda  were 
agatnat  another  bunch  of 
klda, 

1.08 

1,06 

1,  33 

1.  52 

238 

63 

16. 

I  took  aomethlng  not  belong¬ 
ing  to  me  worth  more  than 
$50. 

.  33 

.  39 

.88 

1.  16 

23B 

63 

17. 

I  had  to  bring  my  parenta  to 
■chool  becauae  of  aome 
trouble  I  got  into. 

1.  34 

.89 

1,  52 

1.  12 

237 

62 

18, 

I  aklpped  a  day  of  achool 
without  a  proper  excuse. 

2.78 

2.65 

1.62 

1.  59 

238 

63 

19. 

I  uaed  a  knife  or  gun  (or 
aome  other  weapon)  to  get 
aomething  from  another 
peraon. 

.09 

.  27 

.  53 

.  83 

238 

63 

20. 

Arreated  by  civilian 

.70 

.37 

1. 21 

1.  00 

238 

63 

authorities 
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It  em 

No.  Item 


Standard 

Mean  Deviatton  N 

E - £ - S - S-  g  c 


21.  Convicted  of  a  crlma  by  a 
civilian  court. 


■28  .19  .70  .54  238.  6 


22.  Suapended  from  achool  for  1. 18 
dlaclplthary  raaaona. 


.89  1.44  1,38  238  62 


23,  IhtpeUed  from  achool. 


•  33  ,51  .85  1,16  237  62 
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PRE -SERVICE  DRUG/ ALCOHOL  USE  INDEX 

Variable,  --  This  index  is  designed  to  measure  the  extent  to 
which  respondents  were  using  drugs  or  alcohol  just  prior  to  entering 
the  service. 

Description,  -•  The  index  contains  seven  items  describing  . 
types  of  drugs  with  seven  closed-response  categories  describing 
frequency  of  use.  From  these,  the  respondent  chose  the  response 
best  describing  his  use  of  each  drug.  Those  seven  items  were  used 
previously  by  Bauer  and  Stout  (1974). 

Scoring,  --  Numeric  values  were  assigned  to  the  response 
categories  as  follows) 

0  Never 

1  One  time  only 

2  Once  or  twice  a  year 

3  3-10  times  a  year 

4  Once  or  twice  a  month 

5  Once  or  twice  a  week 

6  Daily,  or  nearly  evory  day 

Total  index  scores  are  the  sum  of  item  scores,  with  incomplete  cases 
assigned  scores  proportionately  depending  on  the  number  of  responses 
given.  All  respondents  (N  ■  301)  gave  enough  responses  (six  or  more) 
to  be  included  in  the  analysis. 

Reliability,  --  The  index  yielded  alpha  coefficients  of  ,788  for 
tho  experimental  group  and  ,877  for  the  control  group,  suggesting  a 
modoratoly  high  level  of  internal  consistency. 

Validity,  -•  Assuming  that  tho  Drug/Alcohol  Use  and  Juvenile 
Delinquency  Indices  both  measure  an  underlying  proclivity  toward 
delinquent  behavior,  one  would  expect  a  high  positive  correlation 
between  the  two  measures.  The  data  support  this  expectation 
(Table  B-6), 
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N 

154 

if? 


Item*.  --The  seven  scale  items  are  listed  below  along  with  the  means 
and  standard  deviations  for  both  the  TDF  discharge  experimental  group  (E) 
and  the  non-discharge  control  group  (C). 

Standard 

Item  Mean  Deviation  N 


No. 

Item 

& 

C 

E 

C 

E 

C 

1. 

Marijuana  (pot,  grass,  Mary 
Jane  or  hashish) 

2, 11 

2.  94 

2.46 

2.46 

238 

63 

2. 

Stimulants  (uppers,  speed, 
bennies,  pep  pills,  etc. ) 

.70 

1.  13 

1,57 

1.85 

238 

63 

3. 

Depressants  (downers, yellow 

,  57 

.73 

1.  37 

1.48 

238 

63 

Jackets,  rad  devils,  mandrax, 
quaalude,  THC,  etc) 


4. 

Beer  and/or  wine 

4.  18 

4,  34 

1.  90 

1.81 

238 

62 

5. 

Opiates  (Heroin,  horse, 
smack,  ''H",  morphine, 
opium,  etc. ) 

.  18 

.  21 

.  77 

.  74 

238 

63 

6, 

Hard  liquor  (gin,  whiskey, 
vodka,  etc. ) 

2,  27 

2,  84 

2,  07 

2.  17 

238 

63 

7. 

Hallucinogens  (LSD, 
mescaline,  poyote,  etc,  ) 

.43 

.  60 

1.  20 

1,  ,34 

238 

63 

B.  -6 - .Dr  ugV  y 
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APPENDIX  C 

SURVEY  INSTRUMENTS  AND 
RESPONSE  DISTRIBUTIONS 


C-l 


TRAINING  CADRE  QUESTIONNAIRE 


TRAINEE  ID  CODE  NUMBER _ _ 

TRAINEE  NAME  i _ 

(Last)  (First)  (Middle  Initial) 

TRAINEE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  NUMBERi _ - 


A.  Background  Questions 


1. 

Dates 

June /July 
(Circle) 

_ ,  1975 

2. 

Sites 

(1)  Ft.  Knox 

116 

49.2% 

(2)  Ft.  Leonard  Wood  120 

50,8% 

Missing  data  2 


3,  Interviewee  Characteristics! 

a.  Rank  (circle  one)t 

0(0.0%)  (3) 

E-3 

3(  3,  6%) 

(10) 

0-1 

0(0.0%)  (4) 

E-4 

6(7.2%) 

(11) 

0-2 

5(6,  0%)  (5) 

E-5 

27(32.  5%) 

(12) 

0-3 

15(18.1%)  (6) 

E-6 

0(0.0%) 

(13) 

0-4 

16(19.3%)  (7) 

E-7 

0(0.0%) 

(14) 

0-5 

12(14.5%)  (8) 

E-8 

0(0.  0%) 

(15) 

0-6 

0(0,0%)  (9)  E-9 


b.  Branch  of  Service  (circle  one)i 


30(36.0%)  (1) 
20(24.4%)  (2) 
3(6.1%)  (3) 

0(0.0%)  (4) 

0(0.0%)  (5) 

0(0.0%)  (6) 
1(1.2%)  (7) 


Infantry 

Armor 

Artillery 

Medical  Service  Corps 
Chaplain 

Adj.  General  (JAG) 
Military  Intelligence 


(list  continued  on  next  page) 


C-2 


0(0,0%) 

(8) 

Military  Police 

14(17,1%) 

(9) 

Engineer 

4(4,9%) 

(10) 

Signal  Corps 

2(2.4%) 

(ID 

Quartermaster  Corps 

2(2,4%) 

(12) 

Transportation 

3(3,7%) 

(13) 

Ordinance 

1(1,  2%) 

(14) 

Other  (specify 

.  ) 

Missing  Data  1 

c. 

Special  Qualification#  ( 

check  if  applicable) 

8(9.8%) 

(1) 

Ranger 

4(4,9%) 

(2) 

Special  Forces 

28(34,1%) 

(3) 

Airborne 

9(10.  8%) 

(4) 

Pilot 

3(3.  7%) 

(5) 

Other  (specifyt _ 

(Because  multiple  responses  were  allowed,  the 

percentages  do  not  equal  100  percent). 

d. 

Present  Position  (check  one) 

• 

0(0.0%) 

(1) 

I3ttn  CO 

0(0.  0%) 

( 11 )  P  s  y  c  hlat  r  i  h t  /  P  s  y c  ho  1  o  g  L  a  t 

0(0.0%) 

(2) 

Bttn  XO 

0(0.0%) 

(12)  Mental  Hygiene  Speclaliut 

29(33.4%) 

(3) 

Company  CO 

0(0.0%) 

(13)  Social  Worker 

3(3.7%) 

(4) 

Company  XO 

0(0.0%) 

(14)  Lawyer  (Trial  or  Defense 

1(1.  2%) 

(3) 

Training  Officer 

Counsol) 

13  (15.  9%) 

(0) 

First  Sgt, 

0(0.0%) 

(15)  Legal  Specialist 

22(20.8%) 

U) 

Pit.  Sgt,  (JJl) 

0(0,0%) 

(lb)  Race  Relations /KLUCouunei 

12(14.6%) 

(8) 

Asst.PU:.S«t.(ni)  0(0,0%) 

(17)  Alcohol/Drug  Abuse  Cuunncl 

1(1.  2%) 

(9) 

Chaplain 

0(0.0%) 

(18)  Inspector  General 

0(0.0%) 

(10) 

Chaplain  Asst, 

1(1.2%) 

(19)  Other  (Specifyt 

Mi # Ming  Data 

1 

) 

e.  Aaai  years 

X«  30.407 
SDs  4,17.1.9 
Rangea22  *  40 

£  Length  of  Time  in  Present  Position!  _____  _____  month# 

Xm  10,837 
SDm  9,2071 
Range®  1  -  48 
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Current:  Unit! 


N ot  recorded 
here.  (For 
identification 
purposes  only) 


Not  recorded 
here.  (For 
identification 
purposes  only) 


Level 


Bgo  (circle 
Btn  (circle) 
Company 
Platoon 


1  2  3  4  5  _ 

(T)A*  (2)B  ( 3)C  (4)D  (5(E  (6)  Sped 

123456  Special 


Special  Unit!  1.  HQ  Command 
3*  JAG 


2,  Mental  Hygeine 
4,  Medical  Service 


IttL 


66(82.  5%) 
3(3.8%) 
0(0.0%) 
11(13.8%) 
0(0.0%) 


5,  Other  (specify! 
0*  Not  Applicable 


BCT 

AIT-Armor 
AIT -Infantry 
AIT -Engineer 
AIT-Other  (Specify!,, 
Missing  data  3 


Since  being  assigned  to  your  present  position  how  many  times 
including  'a  case,  have  you  been  involved 

in  tho  evaluation  of  a  soldier  that  resulted  in  his  being  discharged 
under  Army  Regulation  635-1?  _ _  times. 

X*  35.481 

SDa  40.  304 

Ranges  i  -  262 

n.  Do  you  have  any  experience  in  a  T  O  E  unit? 

71(88,8%)  (1)  9(11.3%)  (2)  no 

Missing  Data  =  3 

h.  Did  you  over  come  directly  under  fire? 


53(93.  0%) 

(1) 

Vietnam.  Cambodia. 

Laoo 

0(0.  0%) 

(2) 

Korea 

2(3.  5%) 

(3) 

Other  placo  (specify!. 

_ ) 

2(3.  5%) 

(4) 

Vietnam,  Cambodia, 

Laos  and  Korea 

Missing  Data 

k  26 
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c.  Did  you  over  come  directly  under  fire? 
57(71,3%)  (1)  Yes  23(28.8%)  (5)  No 

Missing  Data  <=  3 


Do  you  believe 
from  tho  Army? 

228(98.  3%)  (l)  Yes 

Missing  Data  a  3 

IF  NO,  WHY? 


4(1.  7%) 


ebould  be  discharged 
(5)  No 


B,  Trainee  Discharge  Process 

l.  Reasons  for  Discharge  What  are  the  principle  reasons  why 

you  believe  (trainee) _  H  ,'nZ7 

be  discharged  under  635-1  program?  ““““ - 

(*)  MSRtftiZPhYJlc.al  Apptitude 


Missing  Data  *  29  (1)  48(23,  0%)  (1)' 


MJ  spiny  Data 

t  9 

(2) 

3(1.  3%) 

(4) 

Missing  Data 

•  10 

(3) 

8(3.5%) 

(1) 

1 

\ 

Missing  Data 

«  10 

(4) 

7(3,1%) 

(1) 

l 

t 

Missing  Data 

a  10 

(5) 

7(3.1%) 

(1) 

\ 

j? 

■ft 

1 

L 

Missing  Data 

»  11 

(6) 

54(23.8%)  (1) 

j 

t 

f 

Missing  Data 

»  22 

(7) 

71(32.9%) 

(1) 

Yob  161(77,  0%)(:>)  No  -  Foiled  cognitive 
to  ate 

*08  226(98,  7%)(5)  No  -Unable  to  comorc' 
hend  spokon  English  at 
acceptable  lovol  of 
profecioncy 

Yes  220(96.  5%)(5)  No-  Unable  to  road 
English  at  acceptable 
lovol  of  profecioncy 

Ye*  221(96.  9%)(5)  No-  Unable  to  write 
English  at  acceptable 
level  of  profecioncy 

Yes  221(96. 9%){5)  No-  Unable  to  speak 
English  at  acceptable 
level  of  profeciency 

Yes  173(76,  2%) (5)  No-  Other  mental  def¬ 
iciency  (specify! 


Yes  145(67.1%)  (5)  No-  Failed  PT  Tost 

or  unable  to  do  daily  P 
(Specify!  _ 


jidhi  JJ.il  i-jj-c-i.  u, 


C -5 
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Mia sing  Data  =  44  (8)  5(2.6%)  (1)  Yes  189(97. 4%)(5) 

Miaaing  Data  ■  14  (9)  55(24.  6%)(1)  Yea  169(75. 4%)(5) 

Mi.. in g  Data  -  8  (10)  10(4.  3%)  (1)  Yea  220(95.  7%)(5) 


Mining  Data  -  9  (11)  21(9. 2%)  (1)  Yea  199(86.  9%)(5) 


Miaaing  Data  -  7  (12)  17(7.4%)  (1)  Yaa 
Miaaing  Data  ■  7  (13)  17(7,4%)  (1)  Yea 


214(92.  6%)(5) 
214(92.  6%)(5) 


Miaaing  Date  ■  7  (14)  7(3,0%)  (1)  Yea  224(97. 0%)(5) 
Miaaing  Data  «  7  (15)  25(10, 8%)(1)  Yea  206(89.  2%)(5) 

(b)  Motivation, /A(^l(udo 

Behavioral  meaauraa 


No-  Failed  to  negotiati 
confidence  courae 
No-  Lacka  phyaical  co 
ordination  (can't  marci 
No-  Unable  to  control 
urinary  functiona  (bed 
wetting) 

No-  Unable  to  meet 
phyaical  atandarda  due 
to  over-weight,  obeait) 
under-weight,  fr&ility 
No-  Orthopedic  problem 
No  -  Phyaical  manifea  ► 
tatlona  of  nervouane.a 
No-  Poor  peraonal 
hygiene 

No  -  Other  phyaical  del 
iciency  or  medial  prob 
lem. 


Mining  Data  «  7  (1)  99(42. 9%)(1)  Yea!  132(57, l%)(5) 


Mia  Bing  Data  »  9  (2)  85(37. 1%)<1)  Yea  144(62,  9%)(5) 


Miaaing  Data  »  11  (3)  71(31, 3%)(1)  Yea  156(68.  7%)(5) 


Miaaing  Data -  10  (4)  54(23, 7%)(1)  Yea  174(76,  3%)(5) 
Mining  Data  -  11  (5)  73(32,  2%)(1)  Yea  154(67,  8%)(5) 


Miaaing  Data  -  10  (6)  88(38, 6%)(1)  Yea  140(61, 4%)(5) 


Miaaing  Data  ■  9  (7)  109(47.  6%)(1)  Yea  120(52.  4%)(5) 


No-  Unwillingneaa  to 
accompliah  a.aignod 

taaka 

No-  UnwilllngneaB  to 
take  initiative;  exert 
leadership. 

No-  Unwillingneaa  to  b 
competitive  (compete 
with  rival,  or  try  to 
aurpaaa  othe  ra). 

No  -  Reluctance  to  diap 
ono'a  talenta. 

No  -  Reluctance  to  try 
new  thinga;  take  on  ne\ 
challengea. 

No-  Unwilllngneaa  to  * 
new  paraonal  atandard 
and  try  to  meet  them. 
No-  Lack  of  peraervex 
enco 


f 


Missing  Data  =  8 

(8)  62(27. 0%)(1) 

Yes 

168(72,  0%)( 5) 

1 

t. 

! 

\ 

1  ! 

Missing  Data  a  8 

(9)  12(5.  2%)  (1) 

Yes 

218(94.  8%)( 5) 

S'  ! 

;  ! 

Missing  Data  »  7 

(10)  83( 36. 8%)(1) 

Yes 

146(63.  2%)(5) 

Missing  Data  r  7 

(11)  162(7Q.1%)  (1) 

Yes 

69(29.  9%)( 5) 

l  ' 

Missing  Data  ■  7 

(12)  40(17.  3%)  (1) 

Yes 

191(82.  7%)(5) 

k 

Missing  Data  »  7 

(13)  27(11,  7%)  (l) 

Yes 

204(88.  3%)( 5) 

I 

Missing  Data  *  7 

(14)  18(7,8%)  (1) 

Yes 

213(92.  2%)( 5) 

\ 

#• 

t 

Missing  Data  a  7 

(15)  13(5,6%)  (1) 

Yes 

218(94.  4%)(  5) 

*■ 

u 

1 

Missing  Data  *  7 

(16)  16(6.9%)  (1) 

Yes 

215(93. 1%)(5) 

1 

Missing  Data  «  7 

(17)  20(8.  7%)  (1) 

Yes 

211(91.  3%)(5) 

Missing  Data  a  7 

(18)  12(  5.  2'X)  (1) 

Yes 

219(94.  8%)(5) 

1 

Missing  Data  “  7 

(19)  15(6.5%)  (1) 

Yes 

216(93.  S%)(5) 

1 ; 

Missing  Data  *  7 

(20)8(3.5%)  (1) 

Yoa 

223(96.  5%)(5) 

\ 

Missing  Data  a  7 

(21)  7(3.0%)  (1) 

Yes 

224(97.  0%)(5) 

| 

Missing  Data  a  7 

(22)4(1.7%)  (1) 

Yes 

227(98.  3%)(5) 

Missing  Data  -  7 

(23)1(0,4%)  (1) 

Yes 

230(99.  6%)(  5) 

f 

Missing  Data  ■  7 

(24)4(1,7%)  (1) 

Yes 

227(98.  3%)(5) 

Missing  Data  a  7 

(25)  22(9.  6%) (1) 

Yes 

208(90.  4%)(  5) 

( t 


(c)  Lack  of  cooperation  with; 

Missing  Data  «  10  (1)  72( 31.  6%)  (1)  Yob  156(68.  4%)(5) 
Missing  Data  «  11  (2)  79(34.  B%)(1)  Yes  148(65.  2%)(5) 


No-  Articulated  hos¬ 
tility  toward  army, 
militt  ry  lifestyle,  etc. 
No  -  Pacifism  (lack  of 
dosire  to  fire  weapons 
kill,  go  to  war,  suppoi 
goals  of  military,  etc. 
No-  Unwilling  to  accep 
instructions  or  directs 
No-  Trainee  has  expre. 
sod  dosire  to  get  out  oi 
Army, 

No  -  Immature 
No-Expressed  anxiety 
No  -  Dependent  on  pare 
No-  Dependent  on  spou 
fiance,  girlfriend 
No-  Threatened  or  inv 
plied  going  AWQL 
No  -  Lack  of  motivatioi 
No  -  Low  sense  of  per¬ 
sonal  competence 
No  -  Malingering 
No-  Other  threats(exc' 
hiding  AWOL) 

No  -  Disruptive /ill 
disciplined 

No-  Outward  pull  facto 
(job  at  home,  etc,  ) 

No  -  Unable  to  qua  Ilf  y 
with  weapon 
No  -  Out  of  touch  with 
reality,  dis  oriontod 
No-  Other  behavior 
( specify!  _ _ _ 


No  -  Peers 
No  -  Superiors 


I 


C-7 


TRAINEE  ID  NUMBER 


DECK  IDENTIFICATION  NUMBER 


Misting  Data  ■  7  (3)  5(2,2%)  (1)  Yes  226(97,  H%)(5)  No  -  Is  committing 

adultery  or  is  sus¬ 
pected  of  same 

Misting  Data  «  7  (4)  10(4.  3%)  (1)  Yes  221(95,  7%)(5)  No- Is  lonely,  depress 

asks  trainee  to  come 
home 

Missing  Data  ■  7  (5)  1(0.4%)  (1)  Yes  230(99. 6%)(5)  No-  Threatening  sukkh 

Misting  Data  ■  7  (6)  7(3,0%)  (1)  Yos  224(97.  0%)(5)  No-  Hat  asked  for  di\u 

separation,  or  is  thref 
ening  to  leave  trainee 

Missing  Data  «  7  (7)  14(6,1%)  (1)  Yes  217(93. 9%) (5)  No- Is  pregnant 

Missing  Data  *  7  (8)  9(3.9%)  (1)  Yes  222(96. 1%)(5)  No-  Is  having  problem 

with  relatives,  friends 
omployer,  etc,  which 
she  cannot  handle  alon 

Missing  Data  -  7  (9)  3(1,3%)  (1)  Yos  228(98,  7%)  (5)  No- Crisis  at  home 

Missing  Data  ■  7  (10)  7(3,0%)  (1)  Yos  224(97.  0%)(5)  No-  Other  problems 


(J )  Financial  problems 

Missing  Data  «  7  (1)  10(4.  3%)  (1)  Yos  221(95.  7%)(5)  No-  Can't  support  fam 

on  Army  pay 

Missing  Data  ■  7  (2)  4(1.7%)  (1)  Yes  227(98,  3%)(5)  No-  Has  debts  which  h 

can't  repay.  Source  o 
debts  (specify!^ _ ___ 


(d)  Homosexuality 

Missing  Data  «*  7  (1)  0(0.0%)  (l)  Yes|  231(100.0%)(5)  No- 


( e )  F raudulent /erroneous  ent rv 

Missing.  Data  ■  7  (1)  10(4. 3%)  (1)  Yes'  221(95.  7%)(5)  No- Fraudulent  entry- 

physical/mental 

Missing  Data  ■  7  (2)  11(4.8%)  (1)  Yes  220(95,  2^(5)  No-  Er  roneous  entry, 

physical /mental 

Missing  Data  -  7  (3)  4(1.7%)  (1)  Yes  227(98.  3^(5)  No- Recruiter/friend 

took  written  exams  for 
trainee  or  coached 
him/her. 

Missing  Data  «•  7  (4)  3(1,3%)  (1)  Yes  228(98. 7%)(5)  No-  Prior  felony  reco.i 

not  reported. 

Missing  Data  «  7  (5)  10(4.3%)  (1)  Yes  221(95. 7%)(5)  No-  Trainee  was  misit 

formed  by  recruiter 

(f)  Substance  abuse 

Missing  Data  7  (1)  7(3.0%)  (l)  Yes  224(97.  0%)(5)  No-  Drug  abuse 

.Missing  Data  f,  7  (2)  3(1.  3%)  (1)  Yes.  228(90,  7%)(S)  No  -  Alcohol  abuse 

Missing  Data  »  9  ,  Has  ■  received  any  non-judicial  punishment 

(Article  IS)  that  you  know  of?  2^92.%)  (1)  Yea  208(90,8%) 

(3)  Nvy  (lF  YEfS,,  indicate  of.'onab  for  vUlcli  trainee  was 
charged  in  next  Item. ) 


J, 

OFFENSES 

AWOL 

5 

n.  3% 

2. 

Rofuwal  to  obey  orders 

6 

49.9% 

3. 

Insubordination 

0 

0  .  0% 

4. 

Possesslon/uso  of  drugs 

l 

<».  7% 

5, 

Assault  without  a  weapon 

0 

0  .0% 

e* 

Drunk  and  disorderly 

0 

0  .0% 

7. 

DVfl  (Dru»k  While  driving) 

.  0 

0  .0% 

8. 

Destx'uctlon  of  property 

0 

0  .0% 

9. 

Stealing 

0 

0  .0% 

10. 

Assault  with  a  weapon 

1 

8.  7% 

11. 

Failure  to  repair 

1 

6.  7% 

12. 

Self-inflicted  wounds 

0 

0  .0% 

13. 

Other 

1 

6.  7% 

C-9 


Committed  military  uCCfliutfllj,) 
m*v  not  have  boon  fornujlyjBimUJiel? 


Missing  Data  ■  7 

(1) 

10(4.  3%)  (1) 

Yes 

Missing  Data  ■>  7 

(2) 

45(19,  5%)(1) 

Yes 

Missing  Data  a  7 

(3) 

36(15,  6%)<1) 

Yes 

Missing  Data  ■  7 

(4) 

7(3.0%) 

(1) 

Yes 

Missing  Data  ■  7 

(5) 

4(1.  7%) 

(1) 

Yos 

Missing  Data  ■  7 

(6) 

1(0.4%) 

(1) 

Yes 

Missing  Data  *  7 

(7) 

0(0.0%) 

(1) 

Yos 

Missing  Data  ■  7 

(8) 

1(0.  4%) 

(1) 

Yes 

Miaoing  Data  ■  7 

(9) 

1(0.4%) 

(1) 

Yes 

Missing  Data  «  7 

(10)  1(0,4%) 

(1) 

Yos 

Missing  Data  *  7 

(11) 

3(1.  3%) 

(1) 

Yes 

Misoing  Data  »  7 

(12) 

3(1.  3%) 

(!) 

Yes 

221(93.  7 % ) ( 5 )  No-AWOL 
186(80.  5%)( 5)  No*  Refusal  to  obsy 
order* 

195(84, 4%)(5)  No-  Insubordination 
224(97.  0%)(3)  No-  Posaeasion/use  of 
drug* 

227(98.  3%)(5)  No*  Assault  without 
weapon 

230(99.  6%)(5)  No-  Drunk  and  disordo 
231(100.  0%)(5)  No-  DWI 
230(99.  6°/#)(5)  No-  Destruction  of  pro 
erty 

230(99.  6%){5)  No-  Stoaling 
2  50(99.  6%)( S)  No-  Assault  with  a  wap 
228(98,  6%)(5)  No-  Failure  to  repair 
228(98,  6%)(5)  No-  Other  offenses 


230(99.  6%)(5) 
231(100,  0%)(5) 
230(99.  6%)(5) 


230(99.  6%){5) 
2.50(99.  6%)(S) 
228(98.  6%)(5) 
228(98.  6%)(3) 


(h) 

*  i 

Missing  Data  ■  7  (1)  13(5,  6%)  (1)  Yoa  218(94. 4%)(5)  No- Parents  dependent 

on  trainee  for  financin' 
support,  transportatioi 
work  etc, 

MieBing  Data  «  7  (2)  16(6,9%)  (1)  Yes  215(93, 1%)(5)  No-  Parental  illness 

Mis  Bing  Data  =  7  (3)  18(7,8%)  (l)  Yos  213(92,  2%)(5)  No  -Parental  dopondoiu 

on  trainee  for  psychol 
ogical /emotional  supp* 

Missing  Data  b  7  (4)  16(6,9%)  (l)  Yos  215(93. 1%) (5)  No-  Other  (spocifyt _ 


(i)  Spouse/flancoo/nirlfriond  problems 

Missing  Data  «  8  (1)  4(1.7%)  (1)  Vos j  226(98,  3%)(5)  No- la  ill,  epileptic, 

physically  Incapacitate. 

Missing  Data  «  8  (2)  5(2.2%)  (1)  Yes  225(97,  H%)(5)  No- Has  loft  home 


(Interviewer)  Review  liat  of  reaaona  given  with  interviewee,  then  aak>) 
Of  theae  reaaona,  in  your  opinion,  what  ia  the  ainale  moat  important 
reaaon  why  ahould  be  diacharged? 


MAJOR^ATEGOISIESj 

no*: 

PERCENT 

1,  Emotlonal/paychological/maladjuatment  $ 

149 

64,  5% 

motivation/  attitude  maaaurea 

2,  Mental /phyaical  aptitude 

53 

22.9 

3,  Lack  of  cooperation  with  peera/auperiora 

9 

3.9 

4,  Committed  military  offence 

7 

3.0 

3,  Parental  problema 

4 

1.7 

6.  Spouae/fiancee/girlfriend  problema 

4 

1.7 

7.  Fraudulent /erroneoua  entry 

3 

1.3 

8,  Subatance  abuae 

2 

0.9 

TOTAL  ^ 

Miaaing  Data 

231 

7 

99.9% 

SPECIFIC)  Categoriea(mlnlmum  of  N«  7) 

1,  Trainee  hue  oxpreaaed  dealre  to  get  out  of  Army 

45 

19.  5%  si 

2,  Trainee  la  immature 

15 

6,  5 

3,  Lack  of  peraevorence 

15 

6.  5 

4.  Slow  learnor 

14 

6, 1 

5.  Unwilling  to  accampliah  aomething  difficult 

11 

4.8 

6.  Lacka  physical  coordination 

9 

3.9 

7.  Nervoua 

9 

3.9 

8.  Failed  cognitive  teata 

■  7 

3.0 

9.  Failed  PT  Teat 

7 

3.0 

10,  Complained  about  Army  way  of  life 

7 

3.0 

11,  Lacka  motivation  (no  elaboration) 

7 

3.0 

*  (from  a  baae  of  N*231) 


0-11 


What  la  the  £acond  .mo st,  important  reason,  otc,  ? 


MAJOR  CATEGORIES » 

1,  Emotional /psychological  maladjuatmonti 
motivation/  attitude  measures 

2,  Mental  /physical  aptitude 

3,  Committed  military  offense 

4.  Lack  of  cooperation  with  peers/ superiors 

5,  Spouse/firancoe/girlfriend  problems 

6.  Parental  problems 

7.  Substance  abuse 

8.  Fraudulent /erroneous  entry 

TOTAL 
Missing  Data 

SPECIFIC j  Categories  (minimum  N»fc) 

1,  Tralneo  has  expressed  $oairo  to  gut  out  of  Army 

2,  Unwilling  to  accept  instructions 

3,  Lack  of  porsevoroncc 

4,  Failed  FT  Test 

5,  Lacks  physical  coordination 

6,  Complained  about  Army  way  of  life 

7,  Unwilling  to  accomplish  something  difficult 

8,  Slow  learner 

9,  Threatened  to  go  AWOL 

10.  Unwilling  to  sot  new  personal  standards  and 
try  to  moot  them 


NO. 

PERCENT 

137 

60.6 

SO 

22.1 

13 

5.8 

9 

4.0 

7 

3.1 

6 

2,7 

3 

l,  3 

l 

.4 

nartfmrtsftjKL 

?26 

12 

100.  0% 

30 

13.  3* 

19 

8.4 

18 

8.0 

12  . 

5.  3 

10 

4.4 

10 

4.4 

10 

4.4 

8 

3.5 

8 

3.5 

7 

3.1 

-'(from  a  base  of  N  «226) 


What  ia  the  third  moat  important  reason,  etc.  ? 


major  CATEGORIES 

1.  Emotlonal/psychological  maladjustment: 
motivation/  attitude  measures 

2.  Mental /physical  aptitude 

3.  Lack  of  cooperation  with  peera/auperiora 

4.  Committed  military  offenae 

5.  Parental  problama 

6.  Spouae/fiancee/wife  problems 

7.  Fraudulent /erroneous  entry 

8.  Subatance  abuse 


TOTAL 
Mia  sing  Data 


SPECIFIC iCateaorlea  (Minimum  N"7) 

1,  Trainee  ha  a  expressed  a  deaire  to  got  out 
of  Army 

2,  Lack  of  peraeverenco 

3,  Unwilling  to  accomplish  something  difficult 

4,  Lack  of  cooperation  with  superiors 

5,  Failed  PT  Test 

6,  Unwilling  to  accept  instruction  or  directions 

7,  Lack  of  cooperation  with  poors 

8,  Failed  cognitive  teats 


NO, 

PERCENT 

115 

56.  6 

41 

20.  2 

18 

8.9 

12 

5.9 

8 

3.9 

6 

3.  0 

3 

1.5 

0  0.0 


203 

100.  0% 

35 

27 

13.  3% 

17 

8.4 

13 

6.  4 

11 

5.4 

11 

5.4 

10 

4.9 

7 

3.4 

7 

3.4 

'i'tfrom  a  base  of  N  »  203) 


C-13 


J 


How  did _ first  come  to  your  attention 

as  a  possible  dischargee  under  AR  635-1?  (How  did  you  first  hear  of 
_ _  's  problem?  ) 


24 

(10.  8%) 

(1) 

Trainee  approached  interviewee 

113 

(50.7%) 

(2) 

Contacted  by  someone  else 

21 

(9.4%) 

(3) 

Entrance  interview  (face-to-face) 

5 

(2.  2%) 

(4) 

Demographic  entrance  questionnaire 

40 

(17. 9%) 

(5) 

Observed  abnormalities 

8 

(3.  6%) 

(6) 

Observed  delinquent  behavior 

12 

(5.4%) 

(7) 

Observed  substandard  performance 

Missing  Data  -  15 


How  many  weeks  of  the  training  cycle  did  complete? 

_ _ week  of _ weeks  in  the  training  cycle? 


BCT  AIT 

X  2.0751  3.T6T7 

S.D.'  1.1514  2.  0375 

Range  0-6  1-7 


i 

i 

j 


C-14 


3,  To  the  boat  of  your  knowledge,  who  In  your  company  firat  auggeated 

to  you  that _ _ _ ______  should  be  discharged  under  635-1,  or 

were  you  the  first  person  to  come  to  that  conclusion? 


73 

(31.  9%) 

(01) 

Nobody  (1  came  to  that  conclusion  on  my  own. ) 

(Of  this  total,  all  the  respondents  were  company 
commanders, ) 

5 

(2.2%) 

(02) 

CP  CO 

1 

(0.4%) 

(03) 

CP  XO 

8 

(3.5%) 

(04) 

Training  Officer  (S3)  EM  or  O 

(circle) 

3 

(1.  3%) 

(05) 

CP  1st  SOT. 

113 

(49.3%) 

(06) 

PLT  SOT  (also  called  Dl) 

17 

(7.4%) 

(07) 

Asst.  PLT  SOT  (also  called  Dl) 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(08) 

Trainee's  Peer(s) 

1 

(0.4%) 

(09) 

Chaplain 

5 

(2.  2%) 

(10) 

Army  Psychiatrist /Psychologist 

1 

(0. 4%) 

(ID 

Army  Social  Worker 

1 

(0.4%) 

(12) 

Army  Modlcal  Doctor  (  '  than  Psychiatrist) 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(13) 

Race Rolatlono/EEO  Counselor 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(14) 

Substance  Abuse  Counselor 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(15) 

JAG  Officer 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(16) 

Trainee's  Parent(s) 

c 

(0.  0%) 

(17) 

Trainee's  Wife /Girlfriend 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(IB) 

Other  military  tjoraon(s)  (soeclfvt 

1 

(0.  4%) 

(19) 

Other  civilian  person(s)(  specify: 

Mia  a  in  g  Data 

“  9 

4,  What  three  persons  were  moat  involved  in 

(Notet  Thin  Involves  only  those  who  had  face-to-face  contact  with 
trainee) 


1 

(0.  4%):!< 

(01) 

No  one,  other  than  myaelf  (This  respondent  was  a 
company  commander) 

192 

(82.4%) 

(02) 

CP  CO 

14 

(5.9%) 

(03) 

CP  XO 

24 

(10. 1%) 

(04) 

Training  Officer  (S3) 

19 

(16.  4%) 

(05) 

CP  1st  SGT 

211 

(88.7%) 

(06) 

PLT  SGT  (also  called  Dl) 

(List  continued) 


97 

(40,8%) 

(07) 

ASST.  FLT  SOT  (also  called  DI) 

11 

(4.6%) 

(08) 

Chaplain 

17 

(7.1%) 

(09) 

Psychiatrist /Psychologist 

5 

(2.1%) 

(10) 

Social  Worker 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(ID 

Race  Relations /EEO  Counselor 

0 

(0.0%) 

(12) 

Substance  Abuse  Councolor 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(13) 

JAG  Officer 

3 

(1.  3%) 

(14) 

Behavioral  Science  Technician 

1 

(0, 4%) 

(15) 

Medical  Officer 

5 

(2.1%) 

(10) 

Other  military  parson 

*(  Total  of  238  ) 

(FOR  COMPANY  CO  OR  HIS  REPRESENTATIVE  ONLY) 


5. 

Honv  many  counseling  suasions  were  completed  before 

received  final  approval  for  Ida  discharge 

under  AR  635-1? 

( number) 

X  x  6, 

6667 

S.D.  « 

3,6124  Range  x  0  -  38  MD  -7 

6, 

How  many  days  did  it  toko  t:o  evaluate  _______  'a  case 

S  x  11, 

and  forward  your 

recommendation  to  the  BTN  CO?  da  vs 

,126 

S.D.  x  8.  3592  Range  x  0  -  45  MD  -  7 

7, 

How  many  days  did  it  take  from  the  day  you  submitted  your 
written  approval  to  BTN  till  the  day  you  received  final  approval 

of  hi  a  din 

icha  rgo? 

days. 

I  3. 

5  3  u.) 

S.l),  i 

2,8002  Range  «  0  -  14  MD  -  7 

8, 

Who,  Inc 

hiding  yourself,  Iiuh  submitted  a  written  evaluation 

or _ 

_ _ ^?  (Up  to  three  people) 

136 

(57.1%) 

(01) 

CP  CO 

in 

(6,  7%) 

(02) 

CP  xo 

21 

(8,8%) 

(03) 

CP  TRA  OFF 

IS 

(6.  3%) 

(04) 

CP  1st  SGT 

193 

(81.8%) 

(05) 

PLT SGT 

75 

(31.5%) 

(06) 

Asst  PLT  SGT 

3 

(1.  3%) 

(07) 

Chaplain 

1 

(0.4%) 

(08) 

Asst.  Chaplain 

21 

(8.8%) 

(09) 

Army  Psychiatrist  /Psychologist 

10 

(4.  2%) 

(10) 

Army  Mental  Hygiene  Specialist  (EM) 

(List  continued) 


C-16 


4 

(1.7%) 

(U) 

Army  Social  Worker 

0 

(0%) 

(12) 

Military  Lawyer 

0 

(0%) 

(13) 

Legal  Assistant 

0 

(0%) 

(14) 

Raco  Relations /EEO  Counselor 

0 

(0%) 

(15) 

Substance  Abuse  Counselor 

6 

(2.  5%) 

(16) 

Bttn.  Commander 

1 

(0.4%) 

(17) 

Medical  Officer  or  Doctor 

1 

(0.4%) 

(18) 

Other 

(Since  throe  responses  per  interview#®  wore  allowed, 
tho  porcontago  column  exceed*  100,0%) 


9. 


145 

83 

2 

0 

0 

0 


Since  <h  discharge  was  approved 

at  company  iovol  i  Where  ha*  ho  boon  quartered? 


(63.0%) 

(36.1%) 

(0.9%) 

(0%) 

(0%) 

(0%) 


(01)  Regular  plattoon  barrack*  (not  moved) 

(02)  With  other  635-1  *■  in  special  company  area 
(03)  Secluded  by  hlmself/harsolf 
(04)  Special  platoon  of  soldier*  displaying  poor 
adjustment  to  military  life 
(05)  Outside  company  area  (wherei 
(06)  Other  (specify*  ) 

Missing  Data  -  8 


) 


10. 


135 

91 

0 

1 

3 


11, 


89 

129 

2 

0 

0 

3 


What  duties  has  ho  boon  assigned  during  this  period  (i.  c, ,  after 
discharge  approved  at  company  lev®!)? 


(58.  ?%) 
09.0’/,) 
(0%) 

(0.4%) 

(1.3%) 


(01)  Continued  normal  training  with  rest  of  company 
(02)  Assigned  special  duties  (specify*  ) 

(O')  Confined  to  company  area  w/no  assigned 
duties 

(04)  Confined  to  barracks  w/no  special  duties 
(05)  Other  disposition 
Missing  On  (a  -  8 


Since  ’»  recommendation  for  discharge  was 

approved  by  the  Army,  where  ha*  ho  boon  quartered? 


(39.9%)  (01) 

(57.8%)  (02) 

(0.9%)  (03) 

(0%)  (04) 

(0%)  (05) 

(1,3%)  (06) 


Regular  platoon  barrack*  (not  moved) 

With  other  635-11*  in  *pocial  company  area 
Secluded  by  himself 

Special  platoon  of  soldior*  displaying  poor 

adjustment  to  military  life 

Outside  company  area  (specify*  where  _____ 

_ ) 

Other  (specify*  ) 


Missing  Data  -  15 
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12,  What  duties  has  l\e  been  assigned  during  this  period? 

11  (5,0%)  (01)  Continued  normal  training  with  rest  of 

company 

208  (93,7%)  (02)  Assigned  special  duties  (specify  which 

duties  i  ) 

0  (0%)  (03)  Confined  to  company  area/  with  no  assigned 

duties 

1  (0,5%)  (04)  Confined  to  barracks  only  with  no  assigned 

duties 

2  (0,9%)  (05)  Other  (specifyt  ) 

Missing  Data  -  10 

13,  Perceived  pressure  from  above} 

a,  Did  you  feel /perceive  any  unduo  pressure  from 
a  person  above  you  in  the  chain  of  command  to 
either  discharge  or  not  discharge  trainee? 

13  (5.7%)  (01)  Yes  (go  to  13b) 

217  (94.  3%)  (02)  No  (skip  to  14  and  code  13b  "00"  and  13c  "0") 

b,  IF  YES,  please  describe  what  happened,  (Record 
primary  source  of  pressure) 

0  (0%)  (01) 

0  (0%)  (02) 

6  (50.0%)  (03) 

0  (0%)  (04) 

0  (0%)  (05) 

0  (0%)  (Oo) 

0  (0%)  (07) 

0  (0%)  (08) 

0  (0%)  (09) 

0  (0%)  (10) 

2  (16, 7%)  (11) 

0  (0%)  (12) 

1  (8.  3%)  (13) 

0  (0%)  (14) 

0  (0%)  (15) 

0  (0%)  (16) 

0  (0%)  (17) 

0  (0%)  (18) 

0  (0%)  (19) 

2  (16.7%)  (20) 


(List  continued) 


13 QE  CO 
13 GE  XO 
BTN  CO 
11 TN  XO 
CP  CO 
CP  XO 
CP  TRA  OFF 
CP  1st  SOT 
CP  PLT  SGT 
ASST  PLT  SGT 
Chaplain 
Chaplain  Asst 

Army  Psychiatrist /Psychologist 
Army  Mental  Hygiene  Specialist  (EM) 

Army  Social  Worker 
Military  Lawyer 
Legal  Assistance  (EM) 

Race  Relations /EEO  Counselor 

Substance  Abuse  Counselor 

Other  person  (speclfyi  _ ) 
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ft '  • 


0  (0%t)  (99)  Not  Ascertainable 

0  (0%)  (00)  Not  Applicable 

1  (8.3%)  (22) 

Miaaing  Data  -  226 

c,  Typo  of  proa sure 

Ponton  Above1  a  Fveferonoe 


U,  Perceived  probative  from  below t 

a.  Did  you  Coel/pereleve  any  undue  Influence  from 
pavMtm(M)  below  you  in  the  chain  of  eonunand  to 
either  dl»clmvjte  or  retain  trainee? 

31  (14.?.%)  (01)  Yea  (no  to  14b) 

188  (85,8%)  (02)  No  (aUlp  to  15  and  code  14b  "00u  and  14c  "0") 

Mia aing  Data  -  19 

b,  .IF  YES,  plenae  doacribe  what  happened, 

(ini orviewort  record  primary  aourcc  of  preaaure) 


0 

(0%) 

(01) 

ncirc  co 

0 

(09*0 

(02) 

.HUE  XO 

0 

(0%) 

(03) 

1\TN  CO 

0 

(0%) 

(04) 

l\TN  XO 

0 

(0%) 

(O'O 

Cl>  CO 

0 

(0%) 

(On) 

CP  XO 

0 

(0%) 

(07) 

CP  Tit  A  OFF 

» 

u 

(0.  5%) 

(08) 

CP  lat  SOT 

2) 

(?4.2%) 

(09) 

l'l.T  SGT 

5 

(16.1%) 

(10) 

ASST  PLT  SGT 

0 

(0%) 

(ID 

Chaplain 

0 

(0%) 

(12) 

Chaplain  Aunt 

0 

(0%) 

(13) 

Army  Paychiatriat/Payohologiat 

0 

(0%) 

(14) 

Army  Mental  Hygiene  Speclaliat 
Arn\y  Social  Worker 

0 

(0%) 

(lr.) 

0 

(0%) 

(16) 

Military  Lawyer 

0 

(0%) 

(17) 

Legal  Aaaiatancv  (EM) 

(Liat  continued) 
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0 

0 

1 

Q 

0 


15. 


17 

213 


(0%) 

10%) 

13.2*) 

(0%) 

(0%) 


16. 


(IB)  Race  Relations /EEO  Counselor 

(19)  Substance  Abuse  Counselor 

(20)  Other  person  (specify* . . 

(99)  Not  ascertainable 

(00)  Not  applicable 

Missing  Data  -  207 

Record  type  of  pre»#uret 

Person  Doiow'*  Preference 


« 

\  S 

!! 

e  X 

Ifi 


8(29.6%) 

at 

3(11.1%) 

(2) 

1  16(59.3%) 

L2C— 

0(0.0%) 

(4) 

Missing  Data  -  211 


Did  you  tool  ?r«.ur.d  rulo.  or  »guUll„n. 

l„uod  by  the  Army  to  .tthM  dl.rborgo  or  rowt.v - - 


(7.4%) 

(92.6%) 


(01) 

(05) 


? 

Yea 

No 

Missing  Data  -  » 
IF  YES,  specify* 

Source  of  influence 


Direction  of  influence - - — - 

_ _(V)  encouraged  635-1  discharge 

discouraged  635-1  discharge 

Now.  I  woo.  to  «.k  you  .«»  “ll0Ul 

Trainee  Dlachargc  Program. 

volnted  to* 

ftt  Amount  of  written  documentation  required 

(2(15, 6%)  (1)  Change  (Specify* - “ 


J 


(Continued) 
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65(84.4%)  (6)  No  Change 

Missing  Data  -  6 

*>•  (format)  of  writton  evaluation  required 

29(37,  7%)  (1)  Change  (Specify t _ ______ _ _ _ 


_ ) 

48(62,  3%)  (5)  NO  Change 

Missing  Data  -  6 

c,  Amount  of  time  taken  to  process  evaluation  and  for¬ 

ward  recommendation  at  company  lovolt 

19(24.  ?%)  (1)  Change  (Specify! _ 


58(75,3%)  (5)  NO  Change 

Missing  Data  -  6 

d,  Amount  of  time  taken  to  process  evaluation  from 

company  to  higher  (11GK  CO,  Post  CO,  etc,)  level, 

20(i*.l>,  0%)  (1)  Change  (Specify:  _ _ 


57(74,  0%)  (5)  No  Change 

Man  sing  Data  -  e 

o.  Amount  of  time  taken  between  final  approval/complotion 

of  all  paperwork  and  trainee's  discharge, 

40(51,9%)  (1)  Change  (Specify: _ 


37(48,1%)  (5)  No  Change 

Missing  Data  ••  6 


C-21 


f.  Are  there  any  other  changes  that  you  would  recom¬ 

mend? 

48(62,  3%)  (1)  Change  (Specify!  _______ 


37(37,  7%)  No  Change 

Missing  Data  -  6 


Interviewer! 

Describe  situational  context  of  the  interview  below. 

_ U)  Yes. 

_ (5)  No 

Did  you  have  privacy  throughout 
the  course  of  the  interview? 

_ (1)  Yes  . 

_ (5)  No 

Was  interviewee  assured  of  con¬ 
fidentiality  of  information  obtained? 

_ (1)  Yes  , 

_ (5)  No 

Were  thero  any  distractions  within 
the  setting? 

Othor  Comments! 

*  not  tabulated 
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~f  WHTJ?'.  «—  f*n  -  v 


US  ARMY  TRAINEE  DISCHARGE  PROGRAM  EVALUATION 
Dischargee  Telephone  Interview  Questionnaire 


Dischargee  ID  No,  ______  No,  of  weeks  since  discharged 

X  :  6,1737 
S.  D.  i  5764 
Range  t  1-13 

Interviewer!  TJM  MD  RB  Other  i  Dato!  Aug/Sop 


PRIOR  TO  ENTERING  THE  ARMY 


How  much  schooling  did  you  have  prior  to  your  entering  the  Army? 


15 

(6.(3%) 

(01) 

Completed  grade  school  or  less 

112 

(47.1%) 

(02) 

Some  high  school 

66 

(27.(7%) 

(03) 

Completed  high  school,  received 
diploma 

18 

(7,6%) 

(04) 

Completed  high  school,  QED 

26 

(10.9%) 

(05) 

Some  college 

1 

(0.4%) 

(06) 

Completed  colloge  (bacholor's  degree) 

0 

(0,0%) 

(07) 

Some  graduate  school 

Now  I  would  like 

to  ask  some  questions  about  tho  circumstances 

under  which  you  grow  up  - 

say  until  you  were  sixtoon  years  old,1 

Which  one  of  the  following  typos  of  communities  describe  the 

place 

up? 

whore  you  spent  most  of  your  time  while  you  wore  growing 
(list  conimunit  lcs) 

73 

(30.7%) 

(01) 

Largo  city 

36 

(15,1%) 

(02) 

Small  city 

17 

(7.1%) 

(03) 

Suburb  of  city 

77 

(32.4%) 

(04) 

Small  town 

35 

(14.  7%) 

(05) 

Rural  area  or  farm 

0-23 


Which  ono  of  the  United  States  (or  its  possessions)  did  you  live  in 
most  of  the  time  while  you  were  growing  up? 

Northeastern  38(16, 0%) 


0(0.0%) 

(01) 

Maino 

8(3.4%) 

(07) 

New  York 

5(2.1%) 

(02) 

New  Hampshire 

2(0.8%) 

(08) 

New  Jersey 

3(1.  3%) 

(03) 

Vermont 

6(2.  5%) 

(09) 

Pennsylvania 

5(2.1%) 

(04) 

Massachusetts 

0(0.0%) 

(10) 

Delaware 

3(1.  3%) 

(05) 

Rhode  Island 

2(0.8%) 

(ID 

Maryland 

1(0.4%) 

(06) 

Connecticut 

3(1.  3%) 

(12) 

West  Virginia 

Southern 

75(31.4%) 

6(2.5%) 

(13) 

Virginia 

11(4.  6%) 

(19) 

Tennessee 

2(0.8%) 

(14) 

North  Carolina 

14(5.9%)  (20) 

Kentucky 

2(0.8%) 

(15) 

South  Carolina 

5(2.1%) 

(21) 

Arkansas 

1(0.4%) 

(16) 

Georgia 

16(6.  7%) 

(22) 

Texas 

4(1.  7%) 

(17) 

Alabama 

8(3.4%) 

(23) 

Louisiana 

4(1.  7%) 

(18) 

Mississippi 

2(0.8%) 

(24) 

Florida 

Midwest 

106(39.  5%) 

15(6.3%) 

(25) 

Ohio 

6(2.5%) 

(32) 

Kansas 

12(5.0%) 

(26) 

Indiana 

5(2.1%) 

(33) 

Iowa 

28(11.8%) 

(27) 

Michigan 

3(1.  3%) 

(34) 

Oklahoma 

14(5.9%) 

(28) 

Illinois 

12(5.0%)  (35) 

Missouri 

7(2.9%) 

(29) 

Wisconsin 

0(0.  0%) 

(36) 

N.  Dakota 

3(1.  3%) 

(30) 

Minnesota 

0(0.  0%) 

(37) 

S.  Dakota 

1(0.4%) 

(31) 

Nebraska 

Rockv  Mountain  7(2.9%) 

0(0.0%) 

1(0.  4%) 

(38) 

Idaho 

(42) 

Utah 

0(0.  0%) 

(39) 

Montana 

1(0.4%) 

(43) 

Nevada 

0(0.0%) 

(40) 

W  yoming 

0(0.0%) 

(44) 

New  Mexico 

2(0.8%) 

(41) 

Colorado 

3(1.  3%) 

(45) 

Arizona 

Pacific  Coast 

11(4.  6%) 

7(2.9%) 

1(0.4%) 

(46) 

California 

3(1.3%) 

(48) 

Washington 

(47) 

Oregon 

0(0.0%) 

(49) 

Alaska 

Pacific  Area 

0(0.0%) 

Caribbean 

0(0.0%) 

0(0.  0%) 

(50) 

Hawaii 

0(0.0%) 

(52) 

Puerto  Rico 

0(0. 0%) 

(51) 

Guam 

0(0.0%) 

(53) 

Virgin  Islands 

Foreign  Country  1(0,4%) 

1(0,4%)  (54)  Nome  of  country!  Franco 


Wore  both  of  your  parents  alive  during  most  of  the  time  you  were 
growing  up  -  say  until  you  were  sixteen  or  seventeen  years  old  ? 

222  (93,  3%)  (01)  Yes 

12  (5,0%)  (02)  No,  father  docoasod 


(List  continued) 
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(continued  from  the  preceding  page) 


3 

(I.  3%) 

(03) 

No.  mother  deceased 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(04) 

No.  both  parents  deceased 

1 

(0.4%) 

(05) 

Don't  know 

IF  YES. 

what  was  your  parents*  marital  status  most  of  the  time 

while  you  wore  growing  up? 

Were  they  married  and  living  to- 

gether  or  what? 

167 

(75.  2%) 

(01) 

Yes,  married  and  living  together 

19 

(8.  6%) 

(02) 

No,  married,  but  aAi  living  together ; 
separated,  legally  or  otherwise 

33 

(14.  9%) 

(03) 

No,  divorced 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(04) 

No,  unmarried,  blit  living  together 
(including  "common  law"  marriage) 

3 

(1.4%) 

(05) 

No,  unmarried  and  aat  living  together 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(06) 

No,  other  status  (specify: 

Missing  Data  -  16 

Who  did  you  live  with  most  of  the  time  while  you  were  growing  up? 


165 

(69.6%) 

(01) 

Parents  (or  stop-parents) 

13 

(5.5%) 

(02) 

Parent  and  stop-parent 

45 

(19.0%) 

(03) 

Mother  (or  step-mother)  only 

3 

(1.  3%) 

(04) 

Fftthcr  (or  step-father)  only 

8 

(3.4%) 

(05) 

With  relative(s)  from  immediate  family 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(06) 

With  other  relative(s)  and/or  legal 
guardian(s) 

3 

(1.  3%) 

(07) 

In  other  situation  (specify: 

Missing  Data  -  1 

What  was  the  primary  occupation  of  the  head  of  the  household  in 
which  you  lived  during  most  of  the  time  you  were  growing  up? 
(Specify  type  of  work  and  position  held:  .  ...  „  _ 


Head  of  Household  Occupation  (Duncan  Socio  -  Economic  Index  Scores) 


Score 
90  -  100 
80  -  89 
70  -  79 
60  -  69 
50  -  59 
40  -  49 
30  -  39 
20  ■  29 
10  -  19 

Totals 


Number 

0 

3 
5 

4 
9 

29 

26 

31 

91 

J8 _ 

216 


(0.0) 

(1.4) 

(2.4) 
(1.9) 
(4.3) 

(13.4) 
(12.0) 
(14.  5) 
(42.2) 
Ji*4I  ■ 
(101.5) 


S  »  26,954 
S.D.  j  17,583 
Rango  s  2  -  87 

Missing  Data  -  22 


Specific  Occupation 


Foraman,  managor,  aporviBor  19 

Truck,  bus,  taxi  driver  17 

Farming,  landscaping,  otc  17 

Machine  operator  15 

Factory  worker  13 

(N.E.C.) 

Housewife  13 

Service  (unskilled)  11 

Mechanic  10 

Carponter  9 

Service  (skilled,  N.E.C.  )  7 

Sales,  general  7 


N-UP^er 


Percentage* 

(8,0) 

(7.1) 

(7.1) 

(6.3) 

(5.4) 

(5.4) 

(4.6) 

(4.2) 

(3.8) 

(2.9) 

(2.9) 


*(N>  7) 

How  many  brothers  and  sisters  did  you  have?  (Specify  number, 
including  stop-brothors/sisters)  < 


Brothers _ Sisters _ Siblings 


X 

2.0506 

2.1176 

4.2101 

S.D. 

1.5006 

1.  6261 

2.4867 

Range 

T1 - 

0  -  8 

,  0 
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Whon  you  were  growing  up  did  you  feel  fairly  clo«e  to  your  father 
(or  male  guardian)? 

163  (73,4%)  (01)  Yea 

59  (26.6%)  (05)  No 

0  (0,0%)  (08)  1  did  not  know  my  father 

Miaaing  Data  -  16 

When  you  were  growing  up  did  you  fee)  fairly  cloae  to  your  mother 
(or  female  guardian)? 

211  (89.4%)  (01)  Yea 

25  (10.6%)  (05)  No 

0  (0,0%)  (08)  I  did  not  know  my  mother 

Miaaing  Data  -  2 

Whon  you  wero  growing  up,  how  much  did  you  want  to  be  the  kind 
of  peraon  your  father  (or  male  guardian)  ia  when  you  became  an 


adult? 

64 

(29.5%) 

(01) 

Very  much 

38 

(17.  5%) 

(02) 

Somewhat 

38 

(17.  5%) 

(03) 

A  little. 

34 

(15.  7%) 

(04) 

Not  very  much 

43 

(19.  8%) 

(05) 

Not  at  all 

0 

(0.0%) 

(08) 

I  did  not  know  my  father 

Miaaing  Data  -  21 

How  much  did  you  want  to  be  like  the  kind  of  person  your  mother 


(or  female  guardian)  ia? 

61 

(26.2%) 

(01) 

Vory  much 

49 

(21.  0%) 

(02) 

Somewhat 

47 

(20.2%) 

(03) 

A  little 

27 

(11.  6%) 

(04) 

Not  vory  much 

49 

(21.  0%) 

(05) 

Not  at  all 

0 

(0.0%) 

(08) 

I  did  not  know  my  mother. 

Miaaing  Data  -  5 

Do  you  have  a  father  or  a  brother  who  spent  more  than  four  yeare  in 
any  military  service? 

101  (43.3%)  (01)  Yea 

132  (56.  7%)  (05)  No 

Miaaing  Data  -  5 
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What:  language  war  spoken  mo  at  commonly  among  your  family  and 
friends? 


230 

(96,6%) 

(01) 

English 

6 

(2.5%) 

(02) 

Sp&nlah 

1 

(0,  4%) 

(03) 

Portugese 

1 

(0.  4%) 

(04) 

Other 

Now  1  would  like  to  ask  you  some  questions  about  the  circum¬ 
stances  under  which  you  were  living  Juat  prior  to  enllatlng  In  tho 
Army, 

Prior  to  entering  the  Army,  what  wa»  your  marital  status? 


152 

(6  3.9%) 

(01) 

Single 

33 

(13,9%) 

(02) 

Engaged 

46 

(19.  3%) 

(03) 

Married  (Including  common  law 

marriage) 

7 

(2.9%) 

(04) 

Legally  separated  or  divorced 

0 

(0.0%) 

(05) 

Widowed 

0 

(0,  0%) 

(06) 

Other  atatua  (snoclfvt 

ir  MARRIED  PRIOR  TO  ENTERING  SERVICE! 


What  was  your  wife  doing  juat  prior  to  your  entering  the  aervioe 
other  than  normal  homework? 


20 

(4  3,5%) 

(01) 

U n employed,  non-student 

!i 

(10.9%) 

(02) 

Unemployed,  high  achool  student. 

0 

(0,0%) 

(03) 

Unemployed,  college  student 

In 

(34.6%) 

(04) 

Employed,  full-time  work 

3 

(h.5%) 

(06) 

Employed,  pa rt -time /seasonal  work, 

student 

2 

(4.  3%) 

(06) 

Employed,  part-time  ^seasonal  work, 

non -student 

0 

(0,0%) 

(07) 

Other  activity  (aueclfvt 

) 

■ 

Mlaalng  Data  -  192 

Would  you  describe  your  marriage  aa  being  a  happy  one  juet  prior 

to  your 

entering  the  Army? 

39 

(H4,H%) 

(01) 

Yea 

7 

(15.2%) 

(02) 

No 

Mlaalng  Data  -  192 

■ewwwMmwmii* 


Did  your  marital  statu*  change  while  you  were  on  active  duty  in  the 
Army? 

12  (5.0%)  (01)  Yea 

226  (95,0%)  (02)  No 

IF  YSSt  What  waa  your  marital  atatua  during  moat  of  the  time  you 
ware  on  active  duty? 


9 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 


(75,0%) 

(01) 

Single 

(8,3%) 

(02) 

Engaged 

(8.  3%) 

(03) 

Married  (including  common-law  marriage) 

18.3%) 

(04) 

Legally  aeparated  or  divorced 

(0,  0%) 

(05) 

Widowed 

(0.0%) 

(06) 

Other  atatua  (aoecifyt  . 

,) 


Miaalng  Data -226 


Haa  your  marital  atatua  changed  aince  you  were  dlacharged  from  the 
Army? 

8  (3,4%)  (01)  Yea 

230  (96,6%)  (0!i)  No 

IF  YESi  What  ia  your  marital  atatua  now? 


3 

2 

2 

1 

0 

0 


(37.  5%) 

(01) 

Single 

(25,0%) 

(02) 

Engaged 

(25.0%) 

(03) 

Married  (including  common  law  marriage) 

(12.5%) 

(04) 

Legally  aeparated  or  divorced 

(0.0%) 

(05) 

Widowed 

(0.0%) 

(06) 

Other  atatua  (apecifvi . 

,) 


Mlaaing  Data  -  230 


At  the  time  you  decided  to  enliat  in  the  Army,  were  you  working  at  a 
job  for  which  you  were  being  paid? 

116  (48,7%)  (01)  Yea 

122  (51,#%)  (05)  No 


IF  YES  What  type  of  work  were  you  doing? 

Occupation  Before  Entered  Army  (Duncan  Socio-Economic  index  Scorea  ) 

Score _ .,-%Kik&£ _ Percentage. — 

90  -  100  0  (0,0%) 

80  -  89  0  (0,0%) 


(Llat  continued) 
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Score  Number  Percentage 


70  -  79 

0 

(0. 0%) 

60  -  69 

1 

(0.9%) 

50  -  59 

0 

(0.0%) 

40  -  49 

8 

(  6. 8%) 

30  -  39 

12 

(10.  3%) 

20-29 

12 

(10.  3%) 

10  -  19 

59 

(50.  5%) 

0-9  . .  . . 

25 

(21.4%) 

Totals 

143 

(100.  3%) 

X  > 

19.615 

S,  D,  t 

11,547 

Range 

t  4-62 

Missing  Data  -  121 

Specific  Occupation 

Number  * 

_ _ _  Percentage . 

Gas  station  attendant 

10 

(871%) 

Truck/bus/taxi  driver 

10 

(8.  5%) 

Food  preparation 

9 

(7.7%) 

Custodian 

8 

(6.8%) 

Auto,  aircraft  assembly 

7 

(6.0%) 

*  (  N  *  7) 


Did  you  have  any  auporviaory  responsibility  over  other  employee*? 

23  (19.8%)  (01)  Yee 

93  (80,  2%)  (05)  No 

Missing  Data  -  122 

How  many  hours  a  week  were  you  working  for  which  you  were  being 
paid? 

89  (76,1%)  (01)  40  or  mores  full-time 

28  (23,9%)  (03)  Leas  than  40  hours;  part-time 

Missing  Data  -  121 

Was  your  Job  permanent  and  year  -  around  or  temporary  and  possibly 
seasonal  in  nature? 

89  (76,1%)  (01)  Permanent,  year  around 

28  (23,9%)  (05  Temporary,  seasonal 

Missing  Data  -  121 


C-30 


**ft>  7^4rw9iRi/iarnv-Ta><»Mvnt'- 


About  how  many  dollar*  were  you  earning  per  week  on  that  job? 


14 

(12.1%) 

(01) 

Lesi  than  $50 

44 

(37.9%) 

(02) 

$51  -  100 

34 

(29.3%) 

(03) 

101  -  150 

17 

(14.7%) 

(04) 

151  .  200 

7 

(6.0%) 

(05) 

$201  or  more 

S 

■  2,  6466 

S.D,  -  1.0753 
Range  -  1  -  5 

Mining  Data  -  122 

Overall,  were  you  moatly  satisfied  or  moitly  dissatisfied  with  that  job? 
79  (67,5%)  (01)  Satisfied 

l_l_  Jh4£>  <02)  Neither  satisfied  nor  dinatiifled 

27  (23,1%)  (03)  Dissatisfied 

Mining  Data  -  121 


-Iff  YES  i  Why  did  you  leave  that  job? 


(64.9%) 

(7.9%) 

(2.  6%) 

(7.  0%) 

(2.  6%) 

(12.  3%) 
(2.6%) 


Quit  to  join  the  Army 

Quit  for  other  reaaoni  (ipecifyt 

Laid  off  (temporarily)  (specify  number 
of  month!  before  enllatlngi  ) 

Laid  off  (permanently)  (ipecify  number  of 
month*  before  enli  sting  i  ) 

Fired  (ipecify  reaaoni 

Logistical  arrangement! 

Bettor  situation  elsewhere 


Mi**ing  Data  -  124 


Were  you  enrolled  in  a  ichool  or  training  course  when  you  decided  to 
enliat  in  the  Army? 

61  (25.7%)  (01)  Yo* 

176  (74.  3%)  (05)  No 

Mining  Data  -  1 


What  type  of  school  or  courie? 

38  lb2, 3%)  (01)  High  school 

3  (4,9%)  (02)  Night  ichool  for  QED 

11  (18,0%)  (03)  Technical  training 

9  (14,8%)  (04)  College/univeriity 

0  (0,0%)  (05)  Other  (specify!  ) 

Mining  Dnta  >177 
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Wart  you  going  to  achool  full  -  tima  or  part  -  tima? 

49  (80, 3%)  (01)  Full  -  tima 

12  (19, 7%)  (02)  Part -tima 

Mianing  Data  •  1?? 

Ware  you  bothered  by  financial  problama  juat  prior  to  entering 
the  Army? 

86  (36.2%)  (01)  Yea 

152  (63.8%)  (02)  No 

With  whom  warn  you  living  before  you  anllatad? 


165 

(69.  3%) 

(01) 

With  parent(a) 

12 

(5,0%) 

(02) 

With  other  relatives 

33 

(13.9%) 

(03) 

With  wife 

0 

(0. 0%) 

(04) 

With  wife's  parents 

4 

(1.  7%) 

(05) 

With  friends 

8 

(3.4%) 

(06) 

Alone 

10 

(4.  2%) 

(07) 

In -law a /pa  rents  and  wife 

6 

(2.5%) 

(08) 

Other 

The  following  question  ia  concerned  about  the  relations  you  had  with 
your  parents  (or  guardian),  jobs,  and  achool  experiences  you  had 
when  you  wore  growing  up.  If  you  did  not  live  with  your  parents 
(or  guardian)  or  never  held  a  job,  please  check  "Not  applicable" 
for  the  appropriate  item.  I  will  read  you  an  it  om,  Ploaso  toll 
mo  whothor  or  not  the  described  experience  was  true  or  generally 
true  for  you. 


Item 

My  family  was  happy 
together 

I  did  not  like  school 

My  parents  depended 
on  me  for  financial 
support 

(Table  continued  on  next  page) 
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Item 

True 

Not 

Not 

(1) 

True  (5) 

Apnllcable  (0) 

Holding  a  ateady  job  waa 

66 

162 

0 

difficult  for  me 

(28.9%) 

(71.1%) 

(0. 0%) 

Mining  Data  - 10 

1  had  difficulty  with 

109 

129 

0 

■chool  work 

(45.8%) 

(54.  2%) 

(0.0%) 

My  family  did  thing! 

185 

53 

0 

together 

(77.  7%) 

(22.3%) 

(0.0%) 

Jobi  I  held  wire  boring 

89 

138 

0 

(39.2%) 

(60.8%) 

(0.0%) 

Mining  Data  -  11 

I  had  to  take  care  of  my 

33 

195 

0 

brother!  and  liatera 

(14.  5%) 

(85.3%) 

(0.0%) 

Mining  Data  -  10 

1  enjoyed  a  chool 

134 

103 

0 

(36.5%) 

(43.3%) 

(0.  0%) 

Mining  Data  -  1 

My  parent!  (or  guardian) 

216 

21 

0 

were  concerned  about  my 

(91.1%) 

(8.9%) 

(0.0%) 

'"•U*rc  Milting  0.1.  •  1 

1  frequently  loat  job  a 

21 

206 

0 

becauae  1  arrived  late 

(9.3%) 

(90.  7%) 

(0.  0%) 

t0  WOrk  Mining  Data  -  11 

My  parent!  (or  guardian) 

114 

124 

0 

were  not  happy  with  the 
gradei  1  received  in 
■chool 

(47.9%) 

(52.1%) 

(0.0%) 

1  would  uiublly  take  a  job 

32 

195 

0 

and  quit  after  a  few  day  a 

(14.1%) 

(85.9%) 

(0.0%) 

or  wooka  ...  .  „  .  ,, 

Mining  Date  -  11 

l  felt  1  could  talk  to  my 

135 

70 

0 

father  (or  male  guardian) 

(68.9%) 

(31. 1%) 

(0.  0%) 

Milling  Data  -  13 


(Table  continued  on  next  page) 
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Item 

True 

(1) 

Not 

Not 

AoBlicable  (0) 

My  teacher  a  did  not 

45 

188 

0 

c&re  for  me 

(19.  3%) 

(80.  7%) 

(0. 0%) 

Missing  Data  - 

5 

I  had  difficulty  getting 

22 

205 

0 

along  with  people  I  'worked  (9.  7%) 

(90.3%) 

(0.0%) 

with 

Missing  Data  - 

11 

I  felt  1  could  talk  to  my  196 

40 

0 

mother  (or  female  guar-  (33,1%) 

(16.9%) 

(0.0%) 

dian) 

Mia  sing  Data  - 

2 

•  \ 

My  parenta  (or  legal 

179 

4? 

0 

guardians)  were  happy  (80.6%) 

(19.4%) 

(0.  0%) 

together 

Missing  Data  - 

16 

I  often  changed  from 

77 

149 

0 

job  to  job 

(34.1%) 

(65.9%) 

(0.  0%) 

Missing  Data  - 

1? 

I  often  had  to  help  my 

88 

150 

0 

family 

(37.0%) 

(63.0%) 

(0.  0%) 

1  enjoyed  working 

203 

24 

0 

(89.4%) 

(10.  6%) 

(0.0%) 

Misaing  Data  - 

11 

1  participated  in  group 

139 

98 

0 

activities  (Scouting  (58.6%) 

programs,  4-H  Club, 
youth  clubs,  school 

frojec*.)  Mi.alng  Data  -  l 

(41.4%) 

(0.0%) 

I  participated  in  organised 

161 

77 

0 

team  sports 

(67.6%) 

(32.4%) 

(0.0%) 

Now  we  want  to  read  you  a  list  of  things  you  might  have  done  when 
you  were  growing  up  that  could  have  gotton  you  into  trouble,  Re- 
member,  the  questionnaire  is  anonymous  and  your  answers  cannot 
be  traced  back  to  you*  so  please  give  honest  answers. 

Please  toll  us  how  many  times  you  did  the  following  things  when 
you  were  growing  up. 


Never 

« 

«  '1 

1  s 

N  PI 

5  or  more  times 

I  stayed  out  latur  than 

47 

8 

15  17 

151 

my  parent*  (or  guar¬ 
dians)  said  1  could 

(19.  7%) 

(3,4%) 

(6.3%)  (7.1%) 

(63.4%) 

1  ran  away  from  homo 

153 

41 

25  10 

9 

(64.  3%) 

(17.  2%) 

(10,  5%) (4,  2%) 

(3.8%) 

I  took  something  not 

116 

36 

25  17 

44 

belonging  to  me  worth 
jess  than  $50 

(48.  7%) 

(15.1%) 

(10.  5%)  (7.1%) 

(18.  5%) 

1  went  onto  someone's 

132 

29 

25  17 

35 

lend  or  into  some  house 
or  building  when  I  was 
not  supposed  to  be  there 

(55.5%) 

(12,  2%) 

(10,  5%)  (7, 1%) 

(14.  7%) 

1  sot  fire  to  someone 

225 

9 

3  0 

1 

else'*  property  on 
purpose 

(94.5%) 

(3.8%) 

(1.  3%)  (0.  0%) 

(0.4%) 

1  argued  or  had  a  fight 

79 

21 

22  17 

99 

with  one  of  my  pa  rent  a 

(3.1,2%) 

(8,8%) 

(9.2%)  (7.1%) 

(41.6%) 

1  got  into  troublo  with 

116 

57 

18  18 

29 

the  police  because  of 
something  I  did 

(48.7%) 

(23,9%) 

(7.6%)  (7.6%) 

(12,2%) 

I  hurt  someone  badly 

162 

34 

14  11 

16 

enough  to  roquiro 
bandages  or  a  doctor 
for  their  injuries 

(68.4%) 

(14.3%)  (5.9%)  (4.6%) 

Missing  Data  •  1 

(6.8%) 

1  damaged  school  pro¬ 

209 

12 

11  1 

5 

perty  on  purpose 

(87.8%)  (5.0%)  (4.6%)  (0.4%) 

(Table  continued  on  next  page) 
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1  took  something  from 
a  store  without  paying 
for  it 

I  hit  a  teacher 


I  drank  an  alcoholic 
beverage  (liquor,  wine, 
beer)  without  my  parents' 
permission 

I  took  a  ca  r  that  did  not  belong 
to  someono  in  my  family  without 
permission  of  the  owner 


I  hit  my  father 


I  took  part  in  a  fight  where  a 
bun c  h  of  my  f  ri ends  w o  r  e  again st 
another  bunch  of  kids 

I  took  something  not  belonging 
to  mo  worth  more  than  $50 

I  had  to  bring  myparonti' to 
school  because  of  somo  trouble 
1  got  into 

1  skipped  a  day  of  school  without 
a  proper  excuse 


112  39  31  11  45 

(47.3%)  (16.0%)  (13.1%)  (4.6%)  (19.0%) 

Missing  Data  -  1 

198  24  7  4  5 

(83.2%)  (10.1%)  (2.9%)  (1.7%)  (2.1%) 

68  6  15  13  136 

(28.6%)  (2.8%)  (6.3%)  (5.5%)  (57,1%) 


218  14  1  0  5 

(91.6%)  (3.9%)  (0.4%)  (0.0%)  (2.1%) 


204  13  8  2  9 

(85,7%)  (6.3%)  (3.4%)  (0.6%)  (3.8%) 


142  23  19  14  38 

(59.7%)  (10. 5%) (8.0%)  (5.9%)  (16. 


197  23  6  4  8 

(82.8%)  (9.7%)  (2.5%)  (1.7%)  (3.4%) 

109  40  26  23  39 

(46.0%)  (16. 9%)  (U.0%)  (9.7%)  (16.5%) 

Missing  Data  -  1 

44  21  15  21  137 

(18.5%)  (8.8%)  (6.3%)  (8.8%)  (57.6%) 


lusedaknifeor  gun  (or  some  229  3  2  1  3 

other  weapon)  to  get  something  (96,2%)  (1.3%)  (0.8%)  (0,4%)  (1.3%) 

from  another  person 


C  •  36 


v-i-rai  i.i  „ 


How  many  time*  did  the  following  tilings  happen  to  you  while  you 
were  growing  up? 


1  have  beent 


M 

& 


<s» 


to 

V 


W 

u 

0 

n 


4) 

M 


M 

o 

in 


Arrested  by  civilian 

159 

37 

11 

16 

15 

autho  rities 

(66,8%) 

(15,  5%) 

(4.  6%) 

(6.  7%) 

(6.  3%) 

Convicted  of  a  crimo 

196 

27 

8 

5 

2 

by  a  civilian  court 

(82.4%) 

(11.  3%) 

(3.4%) 

(2.1%) 

(0.8%) 

Suspended  from  school 

113 

51 

22 

21 

31 

for  disciplinary  reasons 

(47.5%) 

(21.4%) 

(9.  2%) 

(8,8%) 

(13.  0%) 

Expelled  from  school 

193 

27 

8 

1 

8 

(81. 4%) 

(11.4%) 

(3.4%) 

(0.4%) 

(3.4%) 

Prior  to  entering  the  service,  how  often  did  you  use  each  of  the 
following  for  othor  than  modical  reasons? 


Never 

ti 

0 

i 

3 

Once  or  twi< 

a  year 

3  to  10  timei 
a  year 

Once  or  twii 
a  month 

Once  or  twi< 
a  week 

Daily  or  nes 
every  day 

Marijuana  112 

30 

8 

4 

15 

29  40 

(pat.  hashlslg  (47,1%) 
grass,  Mary- 
Jane) 

(12.  6%) 

(3.4%) 

(1.7%) 

(6.  3%) 

(12.  2%)  (16. 8%) 

Stimulants  188 

14 

4 

1 

17 

10  4 

(uppers,  (79.0%) 

speed,  bennies, 
pep  pills,  otej 

(5.9%) 

(1.  7%) 

(0,4%)  (7.1%) 

(4.2%)  (1.7%) 

Depressants  191 

13 

12 

4 

9 

4  5 

(downers,  (80, 3%) 

(3,5%) 

(5.0%) 

(1.  7%) 

(3.8%) 

(1.7%)  (2.1%) 

yellow  jackets, 
THC,  mandrax, 
quaaludc  ,  etc. ) 


. .  toSuc.'.'U  miliiin 
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(continued  from  preceding  page) 


Uaedi 

Never 

One  time  only 

Once  or  twice  a  year 

3  to  10  times  a  year 

Once  or  twice  a  month 

Once  or  twice  a  week 

Daily  or  nearly  every 
day 

Beer  and/or 

24 

11 

41  85  59 

wine 

(10.1%) 

(4.  6%) 

(5.9%) 

(1.  7%) 

(17.  2%)  (35.  7%)(24, 8%) 

Opiate  a 

220 

7 

7 

0 

1  1  3 

(Heroin,  (92,4%) 

horae,  amack, 

"H",  morphine, 
opium,  otcj 

(2.9%) 

(2.9%) 

(0.0%) 

1 

(0.4%)  (0.4%)  (0.8%) 

Hard  liquor 

81 

25 

30 

8 

47  38  9 

(gin,  vodka, 
whiakey,  etc) 

(34.0%) 

(10.  5%) 

(12.  6%) 

(3.4%) 

(19.  7%)  (16.0%)  (3.  8%) 

Halludnogena 

200 

14 

7 

3 

3  8  1 

(LSD,  mea-  (84,0%) 
callne,  peyote) 

(5.9%) 

(2.9%) 

(1.  3%) 

(2.1%)  (3.4%)  (0.4%) 

In  general,  how  aatiafied  were  you  with  civilian  life  juat  prior  to  your 
collating  in  the  Army?  Would  you  aay  you  were  generally: 


138 

(58.0%) 

(01) 

Satiafled 

21 

(8.8%) 

(02) 

Neither  aatiafied  nor  diaaatiafied 

79 

(33.2%) 

(03) 

Diaaatiafied 

RECRUITING  PROCESS 


Now  I  would  like  to  ask  you  about  the  process  by  which  you  were 
recruited  into  the  Army, 

t 

When  you  made  the  decision  to  enlist  in  t he  Army,  did  you  make  the 
decision  pretty  much  by  yourself,  or  did  you  talk  to  others  before 
deciding? 

90  (38.0%)  (01)  Made  decision  by  self 

147  (62,0%)  (02)  Talked  to  othors 

Missing  Data  -  1 


If  you  talked  to  othors,  who  did  you  talk  to  about  it?  For  each  person 
you  talked  to  about  the  decision  to  enlist,  ask  the  following  question) 

Was _ generally  for  or  against  the  idea  of  you 

joining  the  Army?  (Chock  appropriate  column  for  each  item) 


Persons 

Consulted 

Father  or  step-father 


Mother  or  step-mother 


Brothor(s) 


Slster(s) 


Generally  for  the 
j  idea  (1) 

Neither  for  nor 
against  the  idea 
(2) 

Against  the  idea 

n*> 

We 

§ 

« £ 

M 

U)  fl 

i>  0 

it 

34 

4 

12 

6 

(60.  7%) 

(7,1%) 

(21.4%) 

(10.  7%) 

Missing  Data 

-  182 

28 

3 

9 

7 

1 59.  0%) 

(6.4%) 

(19.1%) 

(14.  9%) 

Missing  Data 

-  191 

12 

0 

1 

0 

i92,  3%) 

(0.0%) 

a 

.  7  %) 

(0.  0%) 

Missing  Data 

-  225 

4 

0 

0 

0 

(100,  0%) 

(0.0%) 

(0.  0%) 

(0.  0%) 

Missing  Data 

-  234 

(Table  continued  on  following  page) 
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Generally  for 
the  idea  (1) 

Neither  for  nor 
against  the  idea 
(2) 

Against  the  idea 
(3) 

w 

u 

i 

1 

IB 

Wife 

14 

(60.9%) 

2 

(8.7%) 

7 

(30.4%) 

T" 

(0.  0%) 

Missing  Data 

-  215 

Wife' a  parent (•) 

4 

(100.0%) 

0 

(0.  0%) 

0 

(0.0%) 

0 

(0.  0%) 

Missing  Data 

-  234 

.Fiancee 

3 

(42.9%) 

2 

(28.6%) 

2 

(28.6%) 

0 

(0.  0%) 

Missing  Data 

-  231 

Girlfriend(s) 

4 

(40. 0%) 

1 

(10.  0%) 

5 

(50.  0%) 

0 

(0.  0%) 

Missing  Data 

■  228 

Boyfriend(a) 

53 

(70.  7%) 

7 

(9.  3%) 

12 

(16.0%) 

3 

(4.  0%) 

Missing  Data 

-  163 

Army  recruiter^ ) 

90 

(97.8%) 

1 

(1.1%) 

1 

(1.1%) 

0 

(0.0%) 

Missing  Data 

-  146 

Relatives  (othe  r) 

14 

(77,8%) 

2 

(11.1%) 

2 

(11.1%) 

0 

(0.0%) 

Missing  Data 

-  220 

Boss 

1 

(50.  0%) 

0 

(0.0  %) 

1 

(50.0%) 

0 

(0.0%) 

Missing  Data 

-  236 

Others 

3 

(33.  3%) 

0 

(0.  0%) 

5 

(55.6%) 

1 

(11.1%) 

Missing  Data 

-  229 

C-40 


t 

I 


In  your  opinion,  which  one  of  the  persons  that  you  talked  to  had  the 
most  influence  on  your  decision  to  enlist  in  the  Army? 


15 

(10.  2%) 

(01) 

Father 

8 

(5.4%) 

(02) 

Mother 

3 

(2.  0%) 

(03) 

Brother(s) 

0  . 

(0.  0%) 

(04) 

Sister(s) 

6 

(4.1%) 

(05) 

Wife 

1 

(0.  7%) 

(06) 

Fiancee 

4 

(2.7%) 

(07) 

Girlfriend 

31 

(21.1%) 

(08) 

Boyfriend 

52 

(35.4%) 

(09) 

Army  recruiter 

9 

(6.1%) 

(10) 

Uncle,  cousin,  other  relatives 

13 

(8.8  %) 

(11) 

Nobody 

5 

(3.4%) 

(77) 

Others 

Missing  Data  -  91 

Did  your  recruiter  guarantee  you  your  choice  of  training? 

187  (78.6%)  (01)  Yes 

51  (21.4%)  (05)  No 


Did  your  recruiter  guarantee  you  your  choice  of  duty  station  (or  unit 
of  choice)? 

136  (57,  6%)  (01)  Yes 

100  (42.4%)  (05)  NO 

Missing  Data  -  2 

Did  you  decide  to  enlist  in  the  Army  before  or  after  you  talked  with 
an  Army  recruiter? 

159  (66.8%)  (01)  Before 

79  (33.  2%)  (05)  After 

If  you  had  a  job  at  the  time  you  decided  to  enlia'c,  did  your  employer 
promise  that  your  job  would  be  waiting  for  you  when  you  were  discharged 
from  the  Army? 

37  (37.0%)  (01)  Yes 

63  (63.  0%)  (05)  No 

Missing  Data  -  138 

Was  the  job  waiting  for  you  after  you  were  discharged  ? 

44  (53.0%)  (01)  Yes 

39  (47.0%)  (02)  No 

Missing  DatA  -  155 


J 
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Prior  to  vour  ant  a  Bing  the  Army,  did  anyone  till  you  or  suggest 
to  you  that  you  could  ba  honorably  discharged  frrlor  to  completing 
your  term  of  enlistment  simply  because  you  did  not  choose  to  stay 
in  the  Army? 

13  (6.3%)  (01)  Yes 

194  (93.7%)  (03)  No 

Missing  Data  -  31 


IF  YESL  who  told  o*  suggested  that  to  you? 


9 

(75.0%) 

(01) 

Recruiter 

1 

(8.  3%) 

(02) 

Friend  not  in  the  Army 

1 

(8.  3%) 

(03) 

Friend  in  the  Army 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(04) 

Relative  not  in  the  Army 

1 

(8.  3%) 

(05) 

Relative  in  the  Army 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(06) 

Fellow  Army  recruit 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(07) 

National  Guard  unit  officer 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(08) 

National  Guard  unit  NCO 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(09) 

National  Guard  unit  EM 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(10) 

Army  Reserve  unit  officer 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(11) 

Army  Reserve  unit  NCO 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(12) 

Army  Reserve  unit  EM 

0 

(0.0%) 

(77) 

Other  parson  (specify! 

Missing  Data  -  226 

What  was  the  nrimarv  reason  vou  decided  to  enlist  in  the  Armv? 

(Code  one  category) 

47 

(19.9%) 

(01) 

Obtain  steady  job 

53 

(22,5%) 

(02) 

Receive  special  training  or  obtain 
a  skill 

10 

(4.2%) 

(03) 

Become  eligible  for  veterans1 
benefits 

6 

(2.  5%) 

(04) 

Pursue  Army  career 

21 

(8.9%) 

(05) 

Travel  to  new  places)  foreign  travel 

14 

(5.9%) 

(06) 

Get  away  from  family  problems 

3 

(1.  3%) 

(07) 

Stay  out  of  trouble  with  the  law 

0 

(0.0%) 

(08) 

Court  ordered  me  to  join  Army 
or  go  to  jail 

0 

(0.0%) 

(09) 

Get  away  from  school  problems 

44 

(18.  6%) 

(10) 

Qet  away  from  money/financial 
problems 

19 

(8.1%) 

(ID 

Find  out  what  to  do  with  my  life 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(12) 

Receive  Combat  Arms  Enlistment 
Bonus 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(77) 

Other  reason  for  joining  the  Army 

(  specify! 

Missing  Data  -  21  ) 
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1 


9 

* 


4 


1 


As  you  probably  know,  you  wore  honorably  discharged  trom  the  Army 
prior  to  tho  termination  of  your  enlistment,  Did  you  want  to  bo  dis¬ 
charged  from  the  Army  prior  to  tho  and  of  your  enlistment? 


150 

(63.0%) 

(01) 

Yea 

10 

(4.  2%) 

(02) 

Undecided 

78 

(32.8%) 

(03) 

No 

IF  YFSt 

Did  you  ask  to  bo  discharged  front  the  Army? 

140 

(84.8%) 

(01) 

Yes 

25 

(14.  2%) 

(05) 

Missing  Data 

No 
■  73 

IF  YESi  What  waa  the  printary  reason  you  asked  to  be  discharged 
from  the  Army? 

18 

(12, 9%) 

(01) 

Physical /mental  deficiency 

10 

(7.1%) 

(02) 

Nervous 

5 

(3.6%) 

(03) 

Army  "hassled"  him 

41 

(29.  3%) 

(04) 

Dissatisfied 

7 

(5,  0%) 

(05) 

Homesick 

15 

(10,  7%) 

(06) 

Problems  at  homo 

12 

(8.6%) 

(07) 

Wrong  M.OS  given /misinformed 
by  recruiter 

3 

(2.1%) 

(08) 

Failed  Army  tests 

29 

(20.  Y%) 

(09) 

Ot  her 

Mi itnlng  Dnt:»  -98 


Now  1  want  to  ask  you  mono  questions  about  the  way  you  thought  Army 
life  would  bo  like  before  you  actually  entered  on  active  duty,  Plea  no 
answer  each  question  with  a  simple  yen  or  no. 


Before  you  entered  the  Army  on  active  duty,  did  you  feel  that! 
1,  It.  would  be  easy  for  you  to  obey  orders? 


2. 


.Missing  Data  -  6 


183(78.9%)  (01)  Vos 

49(21.1%)  (O'O  No 

Tho  physical  training  you  would  undergo  in  the  Army 
would  In'  very  difficult  for  you  to  complete? 


75(32.5%)  (01)  Vo#  Missing  Data  -  7 

1R«(67,5%)  (OB)  No 


3. 


You  would  have  problems  back  homo  that  might,  make  it 
difficult  for  you  to  complete  your  lour  of  active  duty? 


*1(21.7%)  (01) 

184(7.8,  .1%)  (OH) 


Yes 

No 


Missing  Data  -  3 


4. 


». 


6. 


7. 


8. 


9. 


10. 


11. 


You  would  Lav©  difficulty  remembering  or  understanding 
what  you  were  boing  taught  by  your  Army  instructors? 


97<42. 5%)  (01)  Yea 

131(57.5%)  (05)  No 


Mining  Data  *10 


Your  Army  superiors  would  uiually  treat  all  aoldieri 
the  lame,  regardlen  of  the  aoldier'a  racial  or  ethnic 
origins? 


172(74.8%)  (01)  Yea 

58(24.2%)  (05)  No 


Mining  Data  >  8 


It  would  be  easy  for  you  to  adjust  to  Army  life? 


173(77.2%)  (01)  Yes 

51(22.8%)  (05)  No 


Mining  Data  -  14 


You  would  find  Army  life  boring? 

110(47.2%)  (01)  Yei 

123(52.8%)  (05)  No 


Mining  Data  -  5 


You  would  like  the  Army'a  way  of  doing  things? 


123(53,9%)  (01)  Yei 

105(46,1%)  (05)  No 


Mining  Data  -  10 


You  would  find  your  superiors  easy  to  get  along  with? 


165(72.  5%)  (01)  Yea 

63(27.  6%)  (05)  No 


Missing  Data  -  10 


You  would  find  the  aoldieri  in  your  unit  very  cooperative? 


182(79.1%)  (01)  Yea 

48(20.9%)  (05)  No 


Mining  Data  -  8 


Being  in  the  Army  would  make  you  more  self -disciplined? 


138(60.0%)  (01)  Yea 

92(40.0%)  (05)  No 


Mining  Data  -  8 


AFTER  DISCHARGE  FROM  ARMY 

Now  I  would  like  to  aik  you  some  questions  about  what  you  have  been 
doing  since  you  were  discharged  from  the  Army. 

Since  you  wore  dtichargcd  from  the  Army,  have  you  been  working  at 
a  job  for  which  you  are  being  paid? 

120  (50.4%)  (01)  Yei 

118  (49.6%)  (05)  No 
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What  type  of  work  are  you  doing? 

Occupation  After  Discharged  from  the  Army  (Duncan  Soclo  -  Eco-. 
nomic  Index  Scores) 


Score 

Number 

Percentage 

90  -  100 

b 

(0.  0%) 

80  -  89 

0 

(0.0%) 

70  -  79 

0 

(0.0%) 

60  -  69 

0 

(0.0%) 

50  -  59 

2 

(1.6%) 

40  -  49 

2 

(1.  6%) 

30  -  39 

8 

(6.5%) 

20  -  29 

15 

(12.  2%) 

10  -  19 

65 

(53.3%) 

0-9 

30 

(24.  6% 

Totals 

122 

3?  -  17,156 

S.D.  -  9.275 

Range  -  2  «  50 

Missing  Data  -  116 

(99.  8%) 

Specific  Occupation 

Number* 

Percentage 

Gas  station  attondeut 

14 

(11.  5%) 

Custodian 

12 

(9.8%) 

Farming,  landscape,  (gen 

.)  12 

(9.8%) 

Mechanic 

to 

(8.  2%) 

Truck/bus /taxi  driver 

9 

(7.  4%) 

Food  preparation 

8 

(6.  6%) 

*  (N  >  7) 


Do  you  ha vo  any  supervisory  responsibility  over  other  workers? 

U)  (8.2%)  (01)  Yes 

112  (91.8%)  (0*)  No 

Missing  Data  -  116 

How  many  hours  a  week  are  you  working  for  which  you  are  being  paid? 

92  (75,4%)  (01)  40  or  more;  fulltime 

30  (24,6%)  (02)  Loss  than  40  hours;  part  time 

Missing  Data  -  116 

Is  this  a  permanent  Job,  or  is  it  temporary? 

84  (69.4%)  (01)  Yes,  permanent 

37  (30,6%)  (05)  No,  temporary  and/or  seasonal 

Missing  Data  -  117 
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On  the  average,  about  how  many  dollara  are  you  earning  a  week  on 
thia  job? 


11 

(9.1%) 

(01) 

Leaa  than  $50 

43 

(35.5%) 

(02) 

$51  -  100 

37 

(30,  6%) 

(03) 

$101  -  150 

23 

(19.  0%) 

(04) 

$151  -  200 

7 

(5.8%) 

(05) 

$201  or  more 

S  -  2. 

76 

S.D.-  1.0* 

Range  1 

•  s 

Miaaing  Data  117 

Overall. 

are  you  moatly  aatiafied  or  moatly  diaaatiafiedwiththat  job? 

84 

(68.9%) 

(01) 

Satiafied 

16 

(13.1%) 

(02) 

Neutral;  neither  aatiafied  nor 

diaaatiafied 

22 

(18.  0%) 

(03) 

Diaaatiafied 

Miaaing 

Data  -  116 

IF  NOT  WORKING) 

Have  you  applied  (or  a  job  aince  you  left  the  Army? 


94  (79.7  )  (OD  Yea 

24  UO.,3.)  (05)  No 

Miaalng  Date  - 1 b 3 

Have  you  had  any  Job  interviewa? 

48  vS2.2  )  (01)  Yea 

44  (47.8  )  (03)  No 

Miaaing  Data  - 

Have  you  boon  aaked  by  any  proapective  employor  about  what  type  of 
diecharga  you  received  from  the  Army? 

96  (48.5%)  (01)  Yob 

102  (51.5%)  (05)  No 

Miaaing  Data  -  40 

Were  you  aaked  by  any  proapective  employer  about  the  circumatancee 
under  which  you  were  diacharged  (ram  the  Army? 

47  (2?.  6%)  (01)  Yea 

161  (77.4%)  (05)  No 

Miaaing  Data  -  30 

In  your  opinion,  do  you  believe  your  early  diacharge  from  the  Army 
haa  had  any  effect  on  whether  or  not  a  proapective  employer  haa 
hired  you  for  a  job? 

75  (35.0%)  (01)  Yea 

139  (65.0%)  (05)  No 

Miaaing  Data  »  24 
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IF  YOU  HAD  A  JOB  BEFORE  ENTERING  ARMYt 


la  your  current  employer  the  same  employer  you  had  before  you 
enlisted  in  the  Army? 

30  (30.6%)  (01)  Yea 

68  (69,4%)  (OS)  No 

Misting  Data  -  140 


Since  you  have  been  out  of  the  Army,  who  have  you  been  living  with? 


6 

(2.5%) 

(01) 

Nobody  (living  alone) 

124 

(52,3%) 

(02) 

With  parent(s) 

1 

(0.4%) 

(03) 

With  father  only 

28 

(11.8%) 

(04) 

With  mother  only 

10 

(4.  2%) 

(05) 

Wife  and  parents /in  -  laws 

32 

(13.  5%) 

(06) 

With  wife  alone 

21 

(8.9%) 

(07) 

With  other  roiatives 

9 

(3.8%) 

(08) 

With  friends 

1 

(0.4%) 

(09) 

Traveling  around  and  not 

staying  anywhere  tor  long 

5 

(2.1%) 

(10) 

Other 

Missing  Data  -  1 

Are  you 

currently  enrolled  in  any 

school  or  training  course? 

10 

(4.2%) 

(01) 

Yes 

228 

(95.8%) 

(05) 

No 

IF  YESt 

What  type  of  achool/courao  ? 

1 

(9.1%) 

(01) 

High  school 

2 

(18.  2%) 

(02) 

Night  school  to  prepare  for 

GED  exam 

3 

(27.3%) 

(03) 

Technical  training 

4 

(36,4%) 

(04) 

College /university 

1 

(9.1%) 

(07) 

Other  (sueclfv  tvoet 

MitUlng  Data  -  227 

Work  loadi 

4 

(  40.0) 

(01) 

Full  ~  time 

6 

(  60.  0  ) 

(02) 

Part  -  time 

Missing  Data  -  291 

IF  NOi 

Do  you  have  any  definite  plans  to  begin  school  or  take  any 

training  courses  in  the  next  six  months? 

77 

(33,  3%) 

(01) 

Yes 

154 

(66,7%) 

(05) 

No 

Missing  Data  7 
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Have  you  boon  expelled  or  suspended  from  any  school  or  training 
course  since  you  were  discharged  from  the  Army? 

1  (0,4%)  (01)  Yes 

23?  (99.6%)  (05)  No 

Have  you  been  arrested  by  the  police  since  you  were  discharged 
from  the  Army? 

16  (6.3%)  (01)  Yea 

222  (93.  7%)  (05)  No 

IF  YESt  Have  you  been  charged  with  having  committed  a  crime? 

14  (82.4%)  (01)  Yes 

2  (17.6%)  (05)  No 

Missing  Data  -  222 

Have  you  been  convicted  of  a  crime  by  a  civilian  court  since  you  wore 
discharged  frcm  the  Army? 

9  (69.2%)  (01)  Yos 

4  (30.8%)  (05)  No 

Missing  Data  -  225 

♦ 

Now,  I  would  like  to  ask  you  how  you  feel  about  certain  persons  and 
things,  Aftor  that  the  interview  will  be  completed.  Again,  1  want 
to  romind  you  that  your  answers  will  remain  anonymous  and  totally 
confidential;  so  please  be  as  open  and  honest  as  you  can,  Again, 
there  are  no  right  or  wrong  answers,  I  simply  want  to  know  how  you 
feel, 

(Author's  note;  After  this  statement  is  made, 
the  attitude  "scale"  items  that  follow  will  be 
read  to  tho  interviewee.  To  lesson  the  trans¬ 
parency  of  the  purpose  of  the  scales  and  re¬ 
duce  response  bias,  the  items  will  be  ordered 
in  "random"  fashion.) 

ARMY  TRAININQ  RELATED  ANXIETY  ITEMS 

How  often  did  the  training  exercises  you  were  told  to  do  make  you 
feel  'Jumpy'  or  nervous? 


60 

(25,  2%) 

(01) 

Very  often,  or  all  the  time 

35 

(23.1%) 

(02) 

Occasionally 

43 

(18.1%) 

(03) 

Seldom 

80 

(33,6%) 

(04) 

Nsver 
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How  often  did  you  worry  about  not  having  sufficient  ability  to 
complete  your  training  successfully? 


S3 

(M.lft) 

(01) 

Very  often,  or  all  the  time 

S3 

(22.3ft) 

(02) 

Occasionally 

S5 

(23.1ft) 

(03) 

Seldom 

75 

(31.  5ft) 

(04) 

Never 

How  often  did  you  worry  about  whtt  life  would  be  like  at  your  next 
duty  station? 


67 

48 

37 

86 


(28.2ft) 

(20.2ft) 

(15,3ft) 

(36.1ft) 


(01)  Very  often,  or  all  the  time 

(02)  Occasionally 

(03)  Seldom 

(04)  Never 


How  often  did  you  worry  about  the  possibility  of  your  being  injured 
during  training? 


41 

35 

50 

112 


(17.  2ft) 
(14,  7ft) 
(21.0ft) 
(47.1ft) 


(01)  Very  often,  or  all  the  time 

(02)  Occasionally, 

(03)  Seldom 

(04)  Never 


How  often  did  the  drill  sergeant's  yelling  make  you  fuel  'Jumpy' 


or 

nervous? 

117 

(49.  2ft) 

(01) 

Very  often,  or  all  the  time 

41 

(17, 2ft) 

(02) 

Occasionally 

35 

(14.  7ft) 

(03) 

Seldom 

45 

118.9%) 

(04) 

Never 

PERSONAL  COMPETENCE  ITEMS 

Have  you  usually  felt  pretty  sure  your  life  would  work  out  the  way 
you  want  it  to,  or  have  there  been  times  when  you  haven't  been 
very  sure  about  it? 

(•’5,9ft)  (01)  Pretty  sure  * 


83 

132 


(64.1ft) 


(03) 


Sometimes  not  very  sure 


Do  you  feel  that  you  are  the  kind  of  person  who  gets  his  share  of  bad 
luck,  or  do  you  feel  that  you  have  mostly  good  luck? 

102  (43,  3ft)  (01)  Mostly  good  luck  * 

123  (34,7  ft)  (03)  Had  luck 

Missing  Data  -  13 
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Wh«n  you  pUn  ahead!  do  you  usually  get  to  carry  out  things  ths 
way  you  expected,  or  do  things  usually  coma  up  to  make  you 
changa  your  plans? 

101  <43*  3%)  (01)  Things  work  out  as  expected* 

132  (56* ?5)  (OS)  Hava  to  c hang*  plans 

Missing  Data  -  5 


(*  indicates  personal  competence) 


U.S,  ARMY  TRAINEE  DISCHAROE 
PROQRAM  EVALUATION 


Control  Group  Self  -  Administered  Questionnaire 


P  RIQRTOEN  TERINQ  ARMY> 


How  much  schooling  did  you  have  prior  to  your  entering  the 
Army?  (circle  one) 


0 

(0%j 

(01) 

12 

(19.  0%) 

(02) 

29 

(46,0%) 

(03) 

7 

(11.1%) 

(04) 

14 

(22.2%) 

(05) 

0 

(0%)  '> 

(06) 

1 

<1,  6%) 

(07) 

Completed  grade  school  or  less 
Some  high  school 

Completed  high  school,  .received  diploma 
Completed  high  school,  GED 
Some  college 

Completed  college  (bachelor's  degree) 
Some  graduate  school 


Now,  wo  would  like  to  ask  somo  questions  about  the  circumstances 
under  which  you  grew  up  -  say,  until  you  wore  sixteen  years  old. 

Which  one  of  the  following  types  of  communities  describe  the  place 
where  you  spent  moat  of  your  time  while  you  were  growing  up? 
(circle  one) 


12 

(19.0%) 

(01) 

Largo  city 

13 

(20.6%) 

(02) 

Small  city 

8 

(12.  7%) 

(03) 

Suburb  of  city 

18  ' 

(28.6%) 

(04) 

Small  town 

12 

(19,0%) 

(05) 

Rural  area  or  farm 

Which  one  of  the  United  States  (or  its  possessions)  did  you  live  in 
most  of  the  time  while  you  were  growing  up?  (circle  one) 


0(3%)  (01)  Maine 

1  (1,6%)  (02)  New  Hampshire 

0  (0%)  (03)  Vermont 

3  (4,8%)  (04)  Massachusetts 

1  (1,6%)  (05)  Rhode  Island 

1  (1.6%)  (06)  Connecticut 


3  (4,8%) 
0  (0%) 

2  (3,2%) 
0  (0%) 

0  (0%) 

0  (0%) 


(0?)  New  York 
(08)  Now  Jersey 
(09)  Pennsylvania 

(10)  Delaware 

(11)  Maryland 

(12)  West  Virginia 


Southern 

18  (28.9%) 

0  (0%) 
0(0%) 

0  (0%) 

1  (1.6%) 

0  (0%) 

2  (3.  2%) 

(13)  Virginia 

(14)  North  Carolina 

(15)  South  Carolina 

(16)  Qeorgia 

(17)  Alabama 

(18)  Miaaiaaippi 

2  (3.2%) 

3  (4. 8%) 

2  (3.2%) 

7  (11.  3%) 

1  (1.6%) 

0  (0%) 

24  (39,6%) 

Ml.  6%) 
3(4.8%) 

6  (9.7%) 

4  (6.  5%) 

3  (4.8%) 

1  (1. 6%) 

0  (0%) 

(25)  Ohio 

(26)  Indiana 

(27)  Michigan 
(2B)  lllinoia 

(29)  Wiaconain 

(30)  Minneaota 

(31)  Nebraaka 

Ml.6%) 

2  (3.2%) 

0  (0%) 

3  (4.8%) 

0  (0%) 

0  (0%) 

Roekv  Moi 

jmtaln  5  (8,0%) 

0  (0%) 
1(1.6%) 

0  (0%) 
2(3.2%) 

(38)  Idaho 

(39)  Montana 

(40)  Wyoming 

(41)  Colorado 

0  (0%) 

0  (0%) 

1  (1. 6%) 

1  (1.6%) 

Pacific  C< 

>aat  2  (3,2%) 

1(1.6%) 

0  (0%) 

(46)  California 

(47)  Oregon 

1  (1. 6%) 

0  (0%) 

Pacific  Area  0f0.0%> 

>  gftilfrb. lift 

0(0%) 

(50)  Hawaii 

0  (0%) 

0  (0%)  (51)  Guam 


2(3,2%) 


2  (3, 2%)  (54)  Name  of  Country 


Mia  ting  Data  -  1 


(19)  Tenneiieee 

(20)  Kentucky 

(21)  Arkanaaa 

(22)  Taxaa 

(23)  Louiaiana 

(24)  Florida 


(32)  Kanaa a 

(33)  Iowa 

(34)  Oklahoma 

(35)  Miaaouri 

(36)  North  Dakota 
(3?)  South  Dakota 


(42)  Utah 

(43)  Nevada 

(44)  Naw  Mexico 

(45)  Arieona 


(48)  Waahington 

(49)  Alaaka 


(52)  Puerto  Rico 
(Commonwealth  ) 

(53)  Virgin  Ialanda 
(Territory) 


Wore  both  of  your  parents  alive  during  most  of  the  time  you  were 
growing  up  -  say,  until  you  were  sixteen  or  seventeen  years  old? 


(circle 

57 

one) 

(90,  5%) 

(01) 

Yes 

3 

(4,8%) 

>(02) 

No,  father  deceased 

1 

(1.6%) 

(03) 

No,  mother  deceased 

0 

(0%) 

(04) 

No,  both  parents  deceased 

2 

(3.2%) 

(05) 

Don't  know 

IF  YES,  what  was  your  parents  marital  status  most  of  the  time 
while  you  were  growing  up?  Were  they  married  and  living  together 


or  what?  (circle  ono) 

46  (80.7%)  (01) 

Yes,  married  and  living  together 

4 

(7.0%) 

(02) 

No,  married  but  not  living  together; 

6 

(10.5%) 

(03) 

separated,  legally  or  otherwise 

No,  divorced 

0 

(0.0%) 

(04) 

No,  unmarried,  but^  living  together 

0- 

(0.0%) 

(05) 

(including  "common  law"  marriage) 
No,  unmarried  and  not  living  together 

1 

t  .  • 

(1.8%) 

(07) 

No,  other  status  (explain) 

. .  . I 

Missing  Data  -  6 


Who  did  you  live  with  most  of  the  time  while  you  were  growing  up? 
(circle  one) 


47 

(74.6%) 

(01) 

Parents  (or  stop-parents) 

3 

(4.0%) 

(02) 

Parent  and  stop-parant 

10 

(15.9%) 

(03) 

Mother  (or  stop  -mother)  only 

1 

(1,6%) 

(04) 

Father  (  or  step-father)  only 

0 

(0.0%) 

(05) 

With  rolativo(s)  from  immediate  family 

1 

(1.6%) 

(06) 

With  other  rulativo(s)  and/or  legal 
guardian(s) 

1 

(1.6%) 

(07) 

In  other  situation  (explain) 

What  was  tho  primary  occupation  of  the  head  of  the  household  in  which 
you  lived  during  most  of  the  time  yoU  were  growing  up?  (Explain  type 
of  work  and  position  held, ) 

Head  of  Household  Occupation  (Duncan  Socio-Economic  Index  Scores) 


Score 
90  -  100 
80  -  89 
70  -  79 


Number 

1 

1 

4 


Percentage 
lit  9) 
(1.9) 
(7.6) 


(List  continued) 
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f§%  2*^*“ 

30  -  59  S  (9.3) 

40  -  49  U  (20.8) 

30  -  39  2  (3,8) 

20  -  29  4  (7.6) 

10-19  17  (32,1) 

0-9  3  (9.8) 


55  i  35.094 
S.D.  i  23.  386 
Range  i  8  -  90 


Mlistng  Data  -  10 


Number  *  Percentage 


(1)  foreman,  manager,  eupervlior 

9 

(13.5) 

(2)  Factor/  worker  (not  ipeclfied) 

4 

(6.9) 

(3)  Truck /bui /taxi  driver 

2 

(3.4) 

(4)  Mechanic 

2 

(3,4) 

(3)  Machine  Operator 

2 

(3.4) 

(6)  Mill  Workor 

2 

(3.4) 

(7)  Electrician 

2 

(3.4) 

(8)  Rigger/011  Driller 

2 

(3.4) 

(9)  Service,  (killed  (N.  E,  C.i) 

2 

(3.4) 

(10)  Maid 

2 

(3.4) 

(11)  Engineer,  draftiman 

2 

(3.4) 

(12)  Technical  (N.E.C. ) 

2 

(3.4) 

(13)  Military,  enllited 

2 

(3.4) 

(14)  Houiowifo 

2 

(3.4) 

(IS)  Service,  unskilled  (N.E.C.) 

2 

(3.4) 

*  N  2,  2 

■ 

How  many  brother!  end  aliteri  did  you  have? 

(Specify  number 

including  itep-brothera/iliterii  ^ 

II  rot  lu'  rs 


Sisters 


Siblings 


X 

S.D. 

Range 

Whan  you  were  growing  up  did  you  fool  fairly  close  to  your  father 
(or  inale  guardian)?  (circle  one) 


4a 

(71.  2%) 

(01) 

Yob 

■17 

(48.8%) 

(OS) 

No 

0 

(0. 0%) 

(08) 

I  did  not  know  my  father 

Missing  Data  -  4 

When  yoyi  wore  growing  up  did  you  fool  fairly  close  to  your  mother 

(or 

female  guardian)? 

(circle  one) 

3  b 

(90, 1%) 

(01) 

Yos 

ft 

(9.  ?%) 

(OS) 

No 

0 

(0.0%) 

(08) 

1  did  not  know  my  mother 

Missing  Data  -  1 

When  you  wore 

growing  up,  how  much  did  you  want  to  be  the  kind  of 

person  your  father  (  or 

male  guardian)  is  when  you  became  an  adult? 

(circle  one) 

ib 

(10.0%) 

(01) 

Very  much 

ID 

(10,0%) 

(02) 

{Somewhat 

8 

(11.  1%) 

(01) 

A  tittle 

(i 

(10,.0%) 

(04) 

Not  very  much 

10 

(in.  ?%) 

(05) 

Not  at  all 

0 

(0.0%) 

(08) 

1  did  not  know  my  father  or  male  guardian 

Missing  Data  -  1 

How  much  did  you  want 

to  he  like  the  kind  of  person  your  mother  (or 

female  guardian)  is?  (i 

circle  one) 

9 

(14,  1%) 

(01) 

Very  much 

IB 

(49,0%) 

(02) 

Somewhat 

19 

(24,?.%) 

(01) 

A  little 

*1 

(14.  8%) 

(04) 

Not  very  much 

11 

U  7.  7%) 

(08) 

Not  nt  all 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(08) 

t  did  not  know  my  mother  or  female  guardian 

Missing  Data  -  1 

Do  you  have  a  father  or 
any  military  service? 

a  brother  who  spent  more  than  four  years  in 

29 

(4('»  0%) 

(1) 

Yes 

14 

(54.0%) 

(2) 

No 

0-55 


What  language  was  apokon  most  commonly  among  your  family 
and  friends? 


60 

(95.2%) 

(01) 

English 

1 

(1.6%) 

(02) 

Spanish 

0 

(0. 0%) 

(03) 

Portugese 

0 

(0.0%) 

(04) 

Other 

2 

(3.2%) 

(03) 

Both  English  and  Spanish 

Now. 

we  would 

like  to  ask  you  some  questions  about  the  eireumatances 

under  which  you  were  living  just  prior  to  enlisting  in  the  Army. 

Prior  to  entering  the  Army,  what  was  your  marital  status? 

41 

(63.8%) 

(01) 

Single 

8 

(12. 7%) 

(02) 

Engaged 

13 

(20.6%) 

(03) 

Married  (including  common  law  marriage.) 

1 

(1.6%) 

(04) 

Legally  separated  or  divorced 

0 

(0.0%) 

(05) 

Widowed 

0 

(0.0%) 

(06) 

Other  status  (specify! 

IF  MARRIED  PRIOR  TO 


What  was  your  wife  doing  just  prior  to  your  entering  the  service 
other  than  normal  housework? 


3 

(23„1%) 

(01) 

Unemployed,  non- student 

Unemployed,  high  school  student 

0 

(0. 0%) 

(02) 

1 

(7.  7%) 

(03) 

Unemployed,  college  student 

5 

(38.5%) 

(04) 

Employed,  full  time  work 

2 

(13.4%) 

(05) 

Employed,  part-time/seasonal  work,  student 

2 

(15.4%) 

(06) 

Employed,  part-time/seasonal  work,  non  - 
student 

0 

(0.0%) 

(07) 

Other  activity  (soecifyi 

Missing  Data  -  50 

Would  you  describe  your  marriage  as  being  a  happy  one  just  prior  to 
your  entering  the  Army? 

13  (100.0%)  (01)  Yes 

0  (0.0%)  (02)  No 

Missing  Data  -  50 

Did  your  marital  status  change  while  you  were  on  active  duty  in  the  Army? 
0  (0.0%)  (01)  Yes 

63  (100.0%)  (02)  No 
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mmmp 


IF  YES  .  what  waa  /our  marital  atatua  during  moat  of  the  time  you 

■  tl  MM  M  Mii  ItM 


were  on  active  duty? 

0 

(0.0%) 

(01) 

Single 

0 

(0.0%) 

,  (62) 

Engaged 

0 

(0.0%) 

■;-(W) 

Married  (including  common  law  marriage) 

0 

(0.0%) 

t  (04) 

Legally  aoparated  or  divorced 

0 

(0. 0%) 

(05) 

Widowed 

0 

(0.0%) 

(06) 

Other  atatua  (epecifvt 

Miaaing  Data  >63 

At  the  time  you  decided  to  enliat  in  the  Army,  were  you  working  at  a 
job  for  which  you  were  being  paid? 

44  (69.8%)  (01)  Vea 

19  (30.2%)  (05)  No 

jyr.  YES..'  \YHilt,  $ype  of  work  wore  you  doing? 

Obcupational  category! 


Occupation  Before  Entered  Army  (Duncan  Socio -Economic  Index  Scorea) 


Score 

Number 

gfiieiMw 

90  -  100 

0 

■  (0.0) 

80  -  89 

0 

(0.0) 

70  -  79 

0 

(0.0) 

60  -  69 

,  2 

(4.8) 

50  -  59 

1 

(2.4) 

40-49 

7 

(16.9) 

30  -  39 

3 

(7.3) 

20  -  29 

3 

(7.3) 

10  -  19 

17 

(41.4) 

0-9 

.  ,8 

(19.  5) 

Totala 

41 

(99.6) 

5c  l  24,683 

S,D,  i  17,308 

Ratigq  i  3  -  68 

Miaaing  Data  -  2; 

> 

Specific  Occupation 

Number* 

(1)  Farming, 

land  a  eaping  .(general) 

6 

(2)  Stockboy 

1 

4 

(3)  Salea  (general) 

.  3 

(4)  Mechanic 

2 

(5)  Factory  Worker  (N.E.C.) 

2 

PSXS^illMS. 

(14.6) 

(9.8) 
(7.3) 

(4.9) 

(4.9) 


(Liat  continued) 
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f' 

f 


Number* 

(6)  Carpenter  2 

(7)  Food  preparation  2 

(8)  Service,  skilled  (N,  E,  C, )  2 

(9)  Technical  (N.E.C.)  2 


(10)  Foreman,  manager,  auperviaor  2 

*N  2  2 


Did  you  have  any  eupervieory  responsibility  over  Other  employees? 
(circle  one) 

22  (50.0%)  (01)  Yes 

22  (50.0%)  (05)  No 

Missing  Data  -  19 

How  many  hours  a  week  were  you  working  for  whllh  you  were  being  paid? 
34  (77,3%)  (01)  40  or  more;  full-time  j 

10  (22.7%)  (05)  less  thai>  40  hours;  part ">ume 

Mia  sing  Data  -  19 


Was  your  job  permanent  and  year-around  or  tempbrary  end  poe< 
sibly  seasonal  in  nature?  (circle  one) 

29  (67,4%)  (01)  Permanent,  year-around 

14  (32,6%)  (05)  Temporary,  seasonal 

Missing  Data  -  20 


1 

About  how  many  dollars  were  you  oarning  per  week  on  that  job? 
(circle  one  that  roDrosents  moat  rocent  earninas) 

f  3 

(6.8%) 

(01) 

Less  than  $50 

I  10 

(22.7%) 

(02) 

$51  -  100 

16 

(36.4%) 

(03) 

$101  -  150 

12 

(27,  3%) 

(04) 

$151  -  200 

3 

(6.8%) 

(05) 

$201  or  more 

Missing  Data  -  19 

|  Overall,  were  you  mostly  satisfied  or  mostly  dissatisfied  with  that 

£  job? 

(circle  one? 

1!  23 

(53.5%) 

(01) 

Satisfied 

16 

(37.  2%) 

(02) 

Neither  satisfied  nor  dissatisfied 

1  4 

(9.  3%) 

(03) 

Dissatisfied 

Missing  Data  «  20 


If  YESi  (continued  from  preceding  page) 


Why  did  you  leave  that  job? 


22 

(53.7%) 

(01) 

4 

(9.8%) 

(02' 

9 

(22,0%) 

(03) 

1 

(2.4%) 

(04) 

1 

(2,4%) 

(05) 

3 

(7. '3%) 

(07) 

1 

(2.4%) 

(08) 

beforo  enlisting; 
Laid  off  (porman 
before  enlisting; 


Missing  Data  -  22 


Were  you  enrolled  in  a  school  or  training  course  when  you  decided  to 
onlist  in  the  Army? 

27  (45,0%)  (01)  Yes 

33  (55,0%)  (05)  No 

Missing  Data  -  3 


...  .,t.  . 

What  typo  of  school /course? 

18  (64,3%)  (01)  High  school 

1  (3,6%)  (02)  Night  school  for  QED 

4  (14,  3%)  (03)  Technical  training 

3  (17,9%)  (04)  College /university 


(0,0%)  ,  (07)  Other  (specify! 


Missing  Data-  35 


Wore  you  going  to  school  full-time  or  part-time? 

19  (67.9%)  (01)  Full-time 

9  (32,1%)  (05)  Part-time 

Missing  Data  -  35 

Were  you  bothered  by  financial  problems  just  prior  to  entoring  the  Army? 
15  (25,0%)  (01)  Yes 

45  (75,0%)  (02)  No 

Missing  Data  -  3 


With  whom  ware  you  living  before  you  onlieted?  (circle  as  many  a* 


necessary) 

39 

(63.9ft) 

(01) 

With  parents 

2 

(3,3ft) 

(02) 

With  other  relatives 

11 

(18.  Oft) 

(03) 

With  wife 

1 

(1.6ft) 

(04) 

With  wife1  •  parents 

5 

(8.2ft) 

(05) 

With  friends 

3 

(4.9ft) 

(06) 

Alone 

0 

(0.0ft) 

(07) 

With  other  person  (specify! 

Mining  Data  -  2 


The  following  queition  ie  concerned  about  the  relation!  you  had  with 
your  parent!  (  or  guardian),  jobs,  and  school  experience!  you  had 
when  you  were  growing  up«  If  you  did  not  live  with  your  parents  (or 
guardian)  or  never  held  a  job,  please  cheek  "Not  Applicable"  for 
the  appropriate  item.  Please  answer  whether  or  not  the  described 
experience  was  true  or  generally  true  for  you. 


Item  True 

_ 


My  family  was  happy 
together. 

33 

(84.1ft) 

1  did  not  like  school. 

11 

(17.  3ft) 

My  parents  depended 
on  me  (or  financial 
support. 

5 

(8.  2ft) 

Missing 

Holding  a  steady  job 
was  difficult  for  mo  , 

3 

(5.0ft) 

Missing 

1  had  difficulty  with 
school  work  . 

12 

(19.0ft) 

My  family  did  things 
together, 

SO 

(79.4ft) 

Jobs  1  held  were 
boring. 

9 

(15. 0%) 

Missing 

I  had  to  take  care  of 
my  brothers  it  sisters. 

10 

(16.  7%) 

Missing 

Not  Not 


10 

(15,9ft) 

0 

(0.0ft) 

Had  no  family 

52 

(82,3ft) 

56 

91. 87#) 

(0.0%) 

Did  not  know 
parents 

Data  -  2 

37 

95.0ft) 

0 

(0.  Oft) 

Never  held  a 
job 

Data  -  3 

51 

(81.  Oft) 

13 

(20.6ft) 

0 

(0,0ft) 

Had  no  family 

51 

(83.0ft) 

0 

(0.0ft) 

Never  held  job 

Data  -  3 

SO 

(83,3ft) 

0 

(0.  Oft) 

Had  no  brothers 

Data  -  3 


(List  continued) 
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Item 

True 

Not  Not 

True  (5)  AooUcable  (0) 

1  enjoyed  school 

49 

(77.8%) 

14 

(22.2%) 

My  parent*  (or  guar¬ 
dians)  woro  concerned 
about  my  welfare, 

1  frequently  loat  job* 
bacauae  1  arrived  to 
work  late « 

59 

(93,  7%) 

3 

(4,9%) 

4 

(6.3%) 

58 

(93.1%) 

0 

(0. 0%) 

0 

(0, 0%) 

Did  not  know 
parents 

Never  hold  a  Job 

Missing  Data  -  2 

My  parent*  (or  guar¬ 
dians)  wore  not  happy 
with  the  grade*  1  re¬ 
ceived  in  school , 

ll  '  40 

(35,5%)  (64,5%) 

Mining  Data  -  1 

0 

(0,0%) 

Had  no  parents 
or  legal  guardian 

I  would  usually  take  a 

Job  and  quit  alter  a  few 
lays  or  week*. 

3  58 

(4.9%)  (95.1%) 

Missing  Data  -  2 

0 

(0.0%) 

Never  held  a  job 

1  felt  1  could  talk  to  my 
father  (or  male  guar¬ 
dian)  , 

40 

(70.2%) 

17 

(29,8%) 

0 

(0,0%) 

Knew  no  father  or 
male  guardian 

Missing  Data  -  6 

My  teachur*  did  not 
care  for  mo. 

6 

(9,8%) 

55 

(90,  2%) 

Missing  Data  -  2 

1  had  difficulty  getting 
along  with  people  1 
worked  with  « 

0 

(0,0%) 

63 

(100,0%) 

0 

(0,0%) 

Never  hold  a  job 

1  felt  I  co  uld  talk  to  my 
mother  (or  female 
guardian), 

My  parent*  (or  legal 
guardian*)  wore  happy, 

49 

(77,8%) 

49 

(81,  7%) 

14 

(22.2%) 

11 

(18.3%) 

0 

(0,0%) 

0 

(0.0%) 

Knew  no  mother  or 
female  guardian 

Did  not  know  parents/ 
legal  guardians 

Missing  Data  -  3 

1  often  changed  from 
job  to  Job, 

6 

(10.  2%) 

53 

(89,8%) 

0 

(0,0%) 

Never  held  a  job 

Missing  Data  -  4 

(List  continued) 
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Item 


1  often  had  to  help  my 
family. 

1  enjoyed  working. 


1  participated  in  group 
activities  (Scouting  pro* 
grams,  4*H  Club,  youth 
clubs,  school  programs) 

1  participated  in  or¬ 
ganised  team  sports 


True 

(1) 

Not 

.  True  (5) 

Not 

Amlicable  (0) 

17 

43 

0  Had  no 

(28.3%) 
Missing  Data 

(71. 7%) 

-  4 

(0.0%)  family 

52 

10 

0  Never 

(83.9%) 

(16.1%) 

(0.0%)  had  a 

Missing  Data 

•  1 

job 

37 

26 

0 

(58.7%) 

(41.  3%) 

(0.0%) 

43 

20 

0 

(68.  3%) 

(31.7%) 

(0.0%) 
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Now  we  wen!  to  reed  you  e  Hat  of  things  you  might  heve  done  when  you 
were  growing  up  thet  could  heve  gotten  you  into  trouble.  Remember, 
the  questionnaire  is  anonymous  and  your  answera  cannot  be  traced 
back  to  you,  ao  please  give  honest  answers. 

Please  tell  us  how  many  times  you  did  the  following  things  when  you 
were  growing  vipt  (Just  put  an  "x"  under  the  appropriate  number  of 
times). 


OX 

0 


w 

0 

n 

1 

1 

*-* 

N 

*> 

8 

* 

W 

a 

Item 

1  stayed  out  later  than 

4 

3 

3 

12 

41 

my  parents  (guardians) 

(6.3%) 

(4.8%) 

(4.8%) 

(19.0%)  (65.1%) 

said  I  could 

I  ran  away  from  home 

48 

12 

2 

1 

0 

(76.2%) 

(19. 0%) 

(3.  2%) 

(1.6%) 

(0,  0%) 

I  took  something  not 

27 

11 

6 

4 

14 

belonging  to  mo  worth 

(43.5%) 

(17.7%) 

(9.7%) 

(6.5%) 

(22.6%) 

leas  than  I'M 

Missing 

Data  -  1 

I  wont  onto  someone's 

in 

9 

7 

6 

14 

land  or  into  some  house 

(41,9%) 

(14.5%) 

(11.3%) 

(9.7%) 

(22,0%) 

or  building  when  I  wasn't 
supposed  to  be  there. 

Missing 

Data  -  1 

t 

1  set  fire  to  someone 

55 

5 

2 

0 

1 

elsu's  property  on  purpose 

(87,3%) 

(7.9%) 

(3.2%) 

(0.0%)  (1.6%) 

1  argued  or  had  a  fight 

19 

6 

4 

4 

30 

with  one  of  my  parents 

(30,2%) 

(9.5%) 

(6.3%) 

(6.3%) 

(47.6%) 

1  got  into  trouble  with 

32 

19 

5 

3 

4 

the  police  because  of 

(50.8%) 

(30.2%) 

(7.9%) 

(4.8%) 

(6.3%) 

something  1  did 
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Item 

S 

►» 

i 

§ 

I 

5 

I  Kurt  eomeone  badly  enough 

47 

8 

2 

4 

2 

to  require  bandages  or  a 
doctor  for  their  injuries. 

(74.6%) 

(12.7%) 

(3.2%) 

(6.3%) 

(3,2%) 

1  damaged  school  property 

50 

6 

4 

0 

3 

on  purpose 

(79.4%) 

(9.5%) 

(6.3%) 

(0.0%) 

(4,8%) 

1  took  something  from  a 

17 

14 

i 

9 

7 

16 

store  without  paying  for  it 

(27.0%) 

(22.2%) 

(14.3%) 

(11.1%) 

(25.4%) 

I  hit  a  teacher 

55 

4 

0 

2 

2 

(87.3%) 

(6.3%) 

(6.0%) 

(3,2%) 

(3,2%) 

1  drank  an  alcoholic  be- 

11 

3 

2 

5 

41 

verage  (liquor,  beer, 
wine)  without  my  parent's 

(17.7%) 

(4.8%) 

(3.2%) 

(8.1%) 

(66.1%) 

permission, 

Missing 

Data  -  1 

1  took  a  car  that  didn't 

58 

3 

0 

1 

1 

belong  to  someone  in  my 

family  without  permission 
of  tn»"  owner 

(92.1%) 

(4.8%) 

(0.0%) 

(1.6%) 

(1. 6%) 

.  I  hit  my  lather 

57 

3 

2 

0 

0 

(91. 9%) 

(4.8%) 

(3.2%) 

(0.0%)  (0.0%) 

Missing 

Data  - 1 

I  took  part  in  a  fight  where 

38 

6 

5 

5 

9 

a  bunch  of  my  friends  were 
against  another  bunch  of 
kids, 

(60.3%) 

(9.5%) 

(7.9%) 

(7.9%) 

(14.  3%) 

1  took  something  not  be¬ 

47 

4 

7 

1 

4 

longing  to  me  worth  more 
than  $50. 

(74.0%) 

(6.  3%) 

(11.1%) 

(1.6%) 

(6.3%) 

(Liet  continued) 
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Item 

never 

2  times 

3  or  4  times 

r  more  times 

I  had  to  bring  my  parents 

30 

18 

8 

3 

3 

to  school  because  of  some 

(48.4%) 

(29.0%) 

(12.9%) 

(4.8%) 

(4.8%) 

trouble  1  got  into 

Missing 

Data  -  1 

1  skipped  a  day  of  school 

10 

9 

6 

6 

32 

without  a  proper  excuse 

(15,9%) 

(14.3%) 

(9.5%) 

(9.5%) 

(50.8%) 

1  used  a  knife  or  gun  (or 

56 

1 

3 

2 

1 

soma  other  weapon)  to 

(88.9%) 

(1.6%) 

(4.8%) 

(3.2%) 

(1,6%) 

get  something  from  an¬ 
other  person 

How  many  times  did  the  following  things  happen  to  you  while  you  were 
growing  up? 

I  have  beent 


Arrested  by  civilian 

41 

15 

2 

3 

2 

authorities 

(65,1%) 

(23.8%) 

(3.2%) 

(4.8%) 

(3.2%) 

Convicted  of  a  crime  by 

S3 

7 

1 

1 

0 

a  civilian  court 

(8  5.5%) 

(11.3%) 

Missing 

(1.6%) 

Data  -  1 

(1.6%) 

(0.0%) 

Suspended  from  school 

40 

7 

5 

5 

6 

for  disciplinary  reasons 

(63,5%) 

(11.1%) 

(7.9%) 

(7.9%) 

(9.  5%) 

Expelled  from  school 

50 

5 

1 

3 

4 

(79.4%) 

(7.9%) 

(1.6%) 

(4.8%) 

(6.3%) 

Prior  to  entering  the  aervice,  how  often  did  you  u>e  each  of  the 
following  for  othor  than  medical  reaaona?  (Juat  put  an  "x" 
under  the  appropriate  number  of  timea).  >s 


Marijuana  21  3  2  8  5  10  14 

(pot,graaa,  (33.3%) (4.8%)  (3.2%)  (12,7%)  (7.9%)  (15.9%)  (22.2%) 

Mary  Jane 
or  haahiah) 

Stimulanta,  41  5  4  3  3  5  2 

(uppora,  (65.1%)  (7.9%)  (6.3%)  (4.8%)  (4.8%)  (7.9%)  (3.2%) 

apeed,  pep 
pilla,  benniea, 
etc.) 

Depreaaanta  48  3  2  4  3  30 

(downera«  red  (76.2%) (4,8%)  (3,2%)  (6.3%)  (4,8%)  (4,8%)  (0,0%) 

devil  a,  yellow 

jacketa,  qua* 

elude  a,  THC, 

mandrax,  etc, ) 

Beer  and/or  5  2  3  3  12  18  19 

wine  (8.1%)  (3,2%)  (4,8%)  (4.8%)  (19.4%)  (29. 0%)(30. 6%) 

Miaaing  Data  -  1 

Opiatea  57  3  0  2  1  0  0, 

(Heroin,  (90.5%)  (4,8%)  (0.0%)  (3.2%)  (1.6%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%) 

horae,  amack, 
morphine, 
opium,  etc, ) 

Hard  Liquor  17  4  5  7  14  8  8 

(gin,  whiakey,  (27.0%) (6,3%)  (7.9%)  (11.1%)  (22,2%)  (12,7%)  (12,7  >; 

vodka,  etc.) 


(Liat  continued) 
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Hallucinogen*  49  4  2  3  1  1  1 

(LSD,  peyote,  (77,8%)  (6,3%)  (3,2%)  (7,9%)  (1.6%)  (1,6%)  (1.6%) 

mescaline,  etc,) 


In  general,  how  eatiefled  were  you  with  civilian  life  just  prior  to 
your  enliitlng  in  the  Army?  Would  you  aay  you  were  generally) 
(circle  one) 


34 

23 

6 


(34.0%) 

(36.3%) 

(9.3%) 


(01)  Satisfied 

(02)  Neither  satisfied  nor  dissatisfied 
(03)  Dissatisfied 


every  day 


«m»f4^WMW«  ...v* . . . 


RECRUITING  PROCESS 

Now,  we  would  like  to  ask  you  about  the  process  by  which  you 
were  recruited  into  the  Army. 

When  you  made  the  decision  to  enlist  in  the  Army,  did  you  make 
the  decision  pretty  much  by  yoursolf,  or  did  you  talk  to  others 
before  deciding?  (circle  one) 


(34.9%) 

(65.1%) 


Made  decision  by  self 
Others 


If  vou  talked  to  others,  please  answer  the  following!  Who  did 
you  talk  to  about  it? 

For  each  of  the  people  you  talked  to  about  enlisting  in  the  Army, 
was  tho  person  indicated  generally  for  or  against  the  idea  of 
you  joining  tho  Army?  (Check  appropriate  column  for  each  item,) 


83 

S  Ji 

,!3  S  S 

S  S  Jf 

$  .8  |  a 

u  *»  a  ft 

28  5 

(77.8%)  (13.9%) 


Persons  Consulted 

Father  or  Stop- 
father 


Mothor  or  Step¬ 
mother 


2  1 
(5.6%)  (2.8%) 


Mis  sing  .Data  -  27 


20  9 
(57.1%).  (25.7%) 


5  1 

(14.3%)  (2.9%) 


Missing  Data  -  29 


Brothor(a) 


Sistor(s) 


16  11 
(51,6%)  (35.5%) 


4  0 

(12.9%)  (0.0%) 


Missing  Data  -  32 


11  7 

(44,0%)  (28,0%) 


7  0 

(2B,0%)  (0.0%) 


Missing  Data  -  38 


7  2 

(58.3%)  (16,7%) 


3  0 

(25,0%)  (0.0%) 


Missing  Data  -  51 


(List  continued) 
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Wife'  >  parent* 

7  2  10 

(70,0%)  (20,0%)  (10.0%)  (0.0ft) 

Missing  Data  -  53 

Fiance 

6  2  4  0 

(50,0%) (16,7%)  (32.3%)  (0,0%) 

i 

Missing  Data  -  51 

QlrlfHend(a) 

12  3  7  0 

< 34,5%)  (13,6%)  ,  (31,8%)  (0,0%) 

Missing  Data  -  41 

Boyfriend  (a) 

8  3  3  0 

(57.1%)(21.4%)  (21,4%)  (0.0%) 

Missing  Data  -  49 

Army  recruiter(s) 

38  0  0  0 

(100.0%)(Q,0%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%) 

Missing  Data  -  25 

Relatives 

0  0  1  0 

(0,0%)  (0,0%)  (100,0%)  (0,0%) 

Missing  Data  -  62 

Boss 

0  0  10 

(0.0%)  (0.0%)  (100.0%)  (0,0%) 

Missing  Data  -62 

Others 

5  0  1  0 

(83.3%)  (0,0%)  (16,7%)  (0.0%) 

Missing  Data  -57 
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In  your  opinion,  which  one  of  the  persona  that  you  talked  to  had 


the  moat  influence  on 

your  decision  to  enlist  in  the  Army? 

12 

(30.0%) 

(01) 

Father 

2 

(5.0%) 

(02) 

Mother 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(03) 

Brothor(s) 

0 

(0.0%) 

(04) 

Sistor(s) 

8 

(20,0%) 

(05) 

Wife 

2 

(5.0%) 

(06) 

Fiance o 

1 

(2.5%) 

(07) 

Qlrlfriend 

1 

(2.5%) 

(08) 

Boyfriend 

12 

(30.0%) 

(09) 

Army  recruiter 

1 

(2.5%) 

(10) 

Uncle,  cousin,  other  relatives 

0 

(0.0%) 

(ID 

Nobody 

1 

(2.5%) 

(7V) 

Ot  tiers 

Missing  Data  >23 

Did 

your  recruiter  guarantee  you  your  choice  of  training? 

48 

(78.7%) 

(01) 

Yes 

13 

(21.3%) 

(05) 

No 

Missing  Data  -  2 

Did  your  recruiter  guarantee 

you  your  choice  of  duty  station  (or 

unit  of  choice  )  V 

n 

(57.1%) 

(01) 

Yes 

24 

(42.9%) 

(05) 

No 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(08) 

Don't  know 

MisHing  Data  -  7 

Did  you  decide  to  enlist  in  tlui  Army  before  or  after  Booing  the 

roe 

ruitcr? 

38 

(62.  3%) 

(01) 

Before 

23 

(3  7.7%) 

(05) 

After 

0 

(0.0%) 

(08) 

Don't  know;  don't  remember 

Missing  Data  -  2 

Did 

you  have  a  job  at 

the  time  you  decided  to  enlist? 

44 

(69.8%) 

(01) 

Yea 

19 

(30,  2%) 

(05) 

No 

i 
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Did  your  employer  promile  that  your  jab  would  be  welting  for  you 
when  you  wore  diicharged  from  the  Army? 


(38.9%) 

(61.1%) 


Mining  Date 


Prior  to  vour  entering  the  Army,  did  anyone  tell  you  or  luggeit  to 
you  that  you  could  be  honorably  diicharged  prior  to  completing 
your  term  of  enlistment  limply  became  you  did  not  chooae  to  atay 
in  the  Army? 

12  (21.1%)  (01)  Yei 

48  (78.9%)  (05)  No 

0  (0.0%)  (08)  Don't  know j  don't  remember 

Mining  Data  -  6 

IF  YES  (If  no.  ikip  thli  lection)  who  told  or  luggeited  that  to  you? 


4 

(36.4%) 

(01) 

Recruiter 

3 

(27,  3%) 

(02) 

Friend  not  in  the  Army 

3 

(27.  3%) 

(03) 

Friend  in  the  Army 

0 

(0,0%) 

(04) 

Relative  not  in  the  Army 

0 

(0,0%) 

(05) 

Relative  in  the  Army 

0 

(0.0%) 

(06) 

Fellow  Army  recruit 

0 

(0.0%) 

(07) 

National  Quard  unit  officer 

0 

(0.0%) 

(08) 

National  Guard  unit  NCO 

0 

(0.0%) 

(09) 

National  Guard  unit  EM 

0 

(0.0%) 

(10) 

Army  Reiorvo  unit  officer 

0 

(0.0%) 

(ID 

Army  Reuervo  unit  NCO 

0 

(0.0%) 

(12) 

Army  Roiorve  unit  EM 

1 

(9.1%) 

(77) 

Other  uerion  (inocifvj 

___) 

Mining  Data  -  52 

What  wai  the  primary  roe  ion  you  decided  to  enllit  in  the  Army? 
(Check  moat  appropriate  catogory) 


(9.  5%) 
(41.  3%) 
(11. 1%) 
(6.  3%) 
(4,8%) 
(6.3%) 
(1.6%) 
(1.6%) 

(0. 0%) 
(3.2%) 


Obtain  itoady  Job 

Rood vo  apodal  training  or  obtain  a  akill 
Become  eligible  for  veteran'!  benefit! 
Punuo  Army  career 
Travel  to  new  placei)  foreign  travel 
Qet  away  from  family  problem! 

Stay  out  of  trouble  with  the  law 

Court  ordered  me  to  join  Army  or  go  to 

jail 

Qet  away  from  ichool  problem! 

Got  away  from  money/financial  problem! 


(Liat  continued) 
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6 

(9.5%) 

(ID 

Find  out  what  to  do  with  my  life 

0 

(0.0%) 

(12) 

Receive  Combat  Arms  enlistment  Bonus 

3 

(4.8%) 

(77) 

Other  reason  for  joining  Army 

(Specify!, 


Now  wo  want  to  ask  you  some  questions  about  the  way  you  thought 
Army  life  would  bo  liko  before  you  actually  entered  on  active  duty. 
Pleaao  answer  each  question  with  a  simple  yea  or  no. 


Before  you  ontorod  the  Army  on  active  duty,  did  you  feel  that! 

(1)  It  would  be  easy  for  you  to  obey  order  a? 

3?  (62.7%)  (01)  Yea 

22  (37.1%)  (05)  No 

0  (0.0%)  (08)  Don't  know 

Missing  Data  -  4 

(2)  The  physical  training  you  would  undergo  in  the  Army  would 
bo  very  difficult  for  you  to  complete? 

19  (31.1%)  (01)  Yea 

42  (68.9%)  (05)  No 

0  (0,0%)  (08)  Don't  know,  don't  remember 

Miaaing  Data  -  2 


(3)  You  would  have  problems  back  homo  that  might  make  it 

difficult  for  you  to  complete  your  tour  of  actlvo  duty? 

11  (1H.  3%)  (01)  Yea 

49  (81.7%)  (05)  No 

0  (0,0%)  (08)  Don't  know;  don't  romomber 

Missing  Data  -  3 


(4)  You  would  have  difficulty  remembering  or  understanding 

what  you  wore  being  taught  by  your  Army  instructors? 

10  (15.9%)  (01)  Yes 

53  (84,1%)  (05)  No 

0  (0.0%)  (08)  Don't  know;  don't  remember 


(5) 


Your  Army  superiors  would  usually  treat  all  soldiers 
the  same,  regardless  of  the  soldiers'  racial  or  othnic 
origins  ? 


49 

13 

0 


(79.0%) 

(01) 

(21.0%) 

(05) 

(0.0%) 

(08) 

Yes 

No 

Don't  know, don't  remember 


(6) 


(7) 


(8) 


(9) 


(10) 


(U) 


It  would  be  oaay  for  you  to  adjuat  to  Army  life? 

41  (70.7%)  (01)  Yea 

17  (29.3%)  (OS)  No 

0  (0.0%)  (08)  Don't  know)  can't 

remember 

Ml* alng  Data  -  S 


You  would  find  Army  life 

boring? 

14 

(23,  3%) 

(01) 

46 

(76,  7%) 

(05) 

0 

(0.0%) 

(08) 

Yea 

No 

Don't  knowi  can't 
remember 


Miaaing  Data  -  3 


You  would  like  the  Army'e  way  of  doing  thinga? 

19  (35.8%)  (01)  Yae 

34  (64.2%)  (05)  No 

0  (0.0%)  (08)  Don't  know i  can't 

remember 

Miaaing  Data  -  10 

You  would  find  your  auperiora  eaay  to  get  along  with? 

28  (46.7%)  (01)  Yea 

32  (53.3%)  (05)  No 

0  (0.0%)  (08)  Don't  know t  can't 

remember 

Miaaing  Data  -  3 

You  would  find  aoldier*  in  your  unit  very  cooperative? 

39  (67,  2%)  (01)  Ye* 

19  (32,8%)  (05)  No 

0  (0,0%)  (08)  Don't  know;  can't 

remember 

Miaaing  Data  -  5 

Being  in  the  Army  would  make  you  more  aelf-dlaclplined? 
S4  (87,1%)  (01)  Ye* 

8  (12.9%)  (05)  No 

0  (0,0%)  (08)  Don't  know  *  can't 

remember 


Miaaing  Data  -  1 
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Now  ws  would  like  to  ask  how  you  feel  about  certain  person*  and 
things*  After  this  the  interview  will  be  completed*  Again*  we 
want  to  remind  you  that  your  answers  will  remain  anonymous  and 
totally  confidential;  so  please  be  as  open  and  honest  as  you  can* 
Again*  there  are  no  right  or  wrong  answers,  we  simply  want  to  know 
how  you  feel. 


How  often  do  the  training  exercises  you  are  told  to  do  make  you 
feel  'jumpy'  or  nervous? 


2 

(3.2%) 

(01) 

Very  often,  or  all  the  time 
Occasionally 

21 

(33.3%) 

(02) 

24 

(38.1%) 

(03) 

Seldom 

16 

(25.4%) 

(04) 

Never 

How  often  do  you  worry  about  not  having  sufficient  ability  to 

complete 

e  your  training  successfully? 

0 

(0. 0%) 

(01) 

Very  often,  or  all  the  time 

19 

(30.2%) 

(02) 

Occasionally 

21 

(33.3%) 

(03) 

Seldom 

23 

(36.5%) 

(04) 

Never 

How  often  do  you 
duty  station? 

worry  about 

what  life  will  be  like  at  your  next 

15 

(23.8%) 

(01) 

Very  often,  or  all  the  time 

18 

(28,6%) 

(02) 

Occasionally 

17 

(27.0%) 

(03) 

Seldom 

13 

(20.6%) 

(04) 

Never 

How  often  do  you 
during  training? 

worry  about 

;  the  possibility  of  your  being  injured 

4 

(6.3%) 

(01) 

Very  often,  or  all  the  time 

12 

(19,0%) 

(02) 

Occasionally 

24 

(38.1%) 

(03) 

Seldom 

23 

(36. 5%) 

(04) 

Never 

How  often  does  the  drill  sergeant's  yelling  make  you  feel  "jumpy" 

or  nervous? 

7 

(11.1%) 

(01) 

Very  often,  or  all  the  time 

12 

(19.0%) 

(02) 

Occasionally 

20 

(31,17%) 

(03) 

Seldom 

24 

(38.1%) 

(04) 

Never 

C-74 


Have  you  usually  (alt  pretty  aura  your  Ufa  would  work  out  the  way 
you  want  it  to,  or  hava  thara  baan  times  whan  you  haven't  baan  vary 
•uro  about  it? 

34  (34,0%)  (01)  P ratty  aura 

29  (46, 0%)  (03)  Sometimes  not  vary  aura 

Do  you  iaal  that  you  ara  tha  kind  of  paraon  who  gata  hia  a  Kara  of 
bad  luck,  or  do  you  faal  that  you  hava  mostly  good  luck? 

43  (70,3%)  (01)  Mostly  good  luok 

18  (29.3%)  (05)  Bad  luck 

Miaaing  Data  -  2 

Whan  you  maka  plana  ahaad  do  you  usually  gat  to  carry  out  things  tha 
way  you  expected,  or  do  things  usually  coma  up  to  maka  you  change 
your  plana? 

36  (58.  3%)  (01)  Things  work  out  aa  axpactad 

25  (41,7%)  (03)  Hava  to  change  plana 

Miaaing  Data  -  2 
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DISCHARGEE  PERSONNEL  RECORD  DATA  FORM 


Trainee  Background  Information 
(Information  taken  from  peronnnol  records.) 


Sourco  of  recruitment 

128  (56.4%) 

21  (9. 3%) 

78  (34.4%) 


(01)  Regular  Army,  volunteered  in 

(02)  Army  Reserve,  ontnrod  through 

(03)  National  Guard,  entered  through 

Missing  Data  -  11 


Number  of  wool's  on  active  duty 


fimti  on  Active  duty  Number 


0-2  weeks 

10 

3-4  weeks 

102 

5-6  weeks 

65 

7-8  weeks 

17 

9-12  weeks 

13 

13  -  18  weeks 

12 

19  -  25  weoks 

5 

S  «  5,7813 
S.  D.  j  3.9278 
Range  «  0  -  25 
Missing  Data  -  14 


Grade 

190 

(84.1%) 

(01) 

E-l 

34 

(15.0%) 

(02) 

E-2 

2 

(0.  9%) 

(03) 

E-3 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(04) 

E-4 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(05) 

E-5 

Missing  Data 

.Ulli 

(474%) 
(45.  6%) 
(29.1%) 
(7.6%) 

(5.  7%) 
(5.2%) 
(2.1%) 


C-76 


AFEE  Station/State  Where  Entered  Service 
H8rt.itf.Mim  33(14.6%) 

0(0.  0%)  (01)  Maine  .  4(1.8%)  (07)  New  York 

5(2.2%)  (02)  New  Hampshire  3(1,3%)  (08)  New  Jersey 

2(0,9%)  (03)  Vermont  6(2,7%)  (09)  Pennsylvania 

11(4,9%)  (04)  Massachusetts  0(0.0%)  (10)  Delaware 

0(0,0%)  (05)  Rhode  Island  1(0,4%)  (11)  Maryland 

0(0,0%)  (06)  Connecticut  1(0.4%)  (12)  West  Virginia 


Southern  74(  32,  7%) 


4(1,8%) 

(13) 

Virginia 

12(5.  3%) 

(19) 

Tennessee 

2(0.9%) 

(14) 

North  Carolina 

17(7.5%) 

(20) 

Kentucky 

2(0.9%) 

(18) 

South  Carolina 

5(2.2%) 

(21) 

Arkansas 

2(0.9%) 

(16) 

Georgia 

15(6.6%) 

(22) 

Texas 

3(1,  3%) 

(17) 

Alabama 

9(4.0%) 

(23) 

Louisiana 

2(0.9%) 

(18) 

Mississippi 

1(0.4%) 

(24) 

Florida 

Midwest 

14(672%) 

99(43.8%) 

(25) 

Ohio 

2(0.9%) 

(32) 

Kansas 

8(3.5%) 

(26) 

Indiana 

4(1,8%) 

(33) 

Iowa 

25(11.1%) 

(27) 

Michigan 

4(1.8%) 

(34) 

Oklahoma 

14(6. 2%) 

(28) 

Illinois 

17(7.  5%) 

(35) 

Missouri 

7(3.1%) 

(29) 

Wisconsin 

0(0,0%) 

(36) 

North  Dakota 

3(1.  3%) 

(30) 

Minnesota 

1(0,4%) 

(37) 

South  Dakota 

0(0.0%) 

(31) 

Nebraska 

1  11(4.8%) 

1(0.4%) 

(38) 

Idaho 

2(0.9%) 

(42) 

Utah 

0(0.0%) 

(39) 

Montana 

2(0.9%) 

(43) 

Nevada 

0(0. 0%) 

(40) 

Wyoming 

2(0.9%) 

(44) 

New  Mexico 

1(0. 4%) 

(41) 

Colorado 

3(1.  3%) 

(45) 

Ariaona 

Pacific  Coast 
5(272%)  (46) 

9(4.0%) 

California 

4(1.8%) 

(48) 

Washington 

0(0.0%) 

(47) 

Oregon 

0(0.0%) 

(49) 

Alaska 

Pacific  A] 
0(0.0%) 

Cftf  0(0.0%) 

TS0)  Hawaii 

SiSlkkiii 
0(0. 0%} 

1  0(0.0%) 

(52)  Puerto  Rieo 

0(0.0%) 

(81) 

Guam 

0(0.0%) 

(53) 

(Commonwealth) 
Virgin  Islands 

(Territory) 

imti 

X  0(0.0%) 

0(0.  0%) 

(84) 

Name  of  Country 

Missing  Data  -  12 


C-77 


Civil  Status 

177 

(79.7%) 

(01) 

Single 

45 

(20.  3%) 

(02) 

Married 

0 

(0.0%) 

(03) 

Divorced/Separated 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(04) 

Living  with  common -law  wife 

0 

(0.fi  %) 

(05) 

Engaged  to  be  married 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(07) 

Other  (Boecifyt 

Missing  Data  -  16 


AFQT  Score 


Score 

Number  Percentaae 

91  -  100% 

6 

(278%) 

81  -  90% 

8 

(3.8%) 

71  -  80% 

15 

(6.8%) 

61  -  70% 

17 

(7.8%) 

51  -  60% 

23 

(10.  5%) 

41  -  50% 

42 

(19.1%) 

31  -  40% 

68 

(30.8%) 

21  -  30% 

30 

(13.  7%) 

11  -  20% 

11 

(5.0%) 

1  -  10% 

1 

.(0.1%) 

Total 

221 

(100.8^7 

3?  i  44.824 

S,  D,  i 

19.491 

Range 

»  10 -97 

Missing  Data  -  17 

Racial  Ancuetry 

170 

(76.6%) 

(01) 

Caucasian  (white) 

48 

(21.6%) 

(02) 

Negroid  (black) 

0 

(0.0%) 

(03) 

American  Indian 

0 

(0.  0%) 

(04) 

Mongolian  (Oriental) 

4 

(1. 8%) 

(05) 

Spanish  American 

0 

(0.0%) 

(07) 

Other  (specify! 

Misaing  Data  -  16 

Reason  for  discharge 

78 

(35.3%) 

(01) 

Attitude 

53 

(24.  0%) 

(02) 

Aptitude 

48 

(21.7%) 

(03) 

Motivation 

42 

(19.  0%) 

(04) 

Self-disciplino 

Missing  Data  -  17 

C-78 


26  •  32 

6 

(2. 8%) 

23  ■  25 

18 

(8.  2%) 

21  -  22 

37 

(16.  7%) 

20 

24 

(10.9%) 

19 

35 

(19.8%) 

18 

57 

(25.8%) 

17 

44 

(19.1%) 

Total* 

221 

(99.  3%) 

X  t 19. 516 

S.D.  i  2.  5789 

Rangat  17-32 

Mining  Data  -  17 

T«rm  of  enliatment 


Year* _ 

Number 

Percental* 

6  (Raiirvi i  «t  Nat'l  Guard 

94 

(42.  3%) 

5 

1 

(0.  5%) 

4 

27 

(12.  2%) 

3 

93 

(41.9%) 

2  ...  . . . 

7 

(3.2%) 

Total  i 

222 

(100.  0%) 

Cltiaenihlp 

22!  (99.1%) 

(01) 

U.S,  Citicen 

2  (0.9%) 

(02) 

Other  (loecifvi 

Mining  Data  -  15 

) 

A.CB  Cod*  (3  or  more 

aptitude  icorei  of  at  lent  90) 

127  (92.6%) 

(01) 

Yea 

10  (7.3%) 

(05) 

No 

Mining  Data  - 101 

Education 

Yean 

Number 

Percental* 

13  -  16 

7 

(3. 3%) 

12 

103 

(46.6%) 

11 

43 

(19.  5%) 

10 

25 

(11.  3%) 

(Table  continued  on  following  page) 


C-79 


(continued  from  preceding  page) 


Ml 

9 

7  -  a 

Totals 


Number 

""27 

16 _ 

221 

X  j  10,973 
S.D,  t  1.4861 
Range  1  7  -  16 


C  -80 


i  juiAUfitti..  *1  s:  ■ 


APPENDIX  D 


SAMPLE  DESCRIPTIONS 


Military  Background  Charactariatio  of  Training  Cadra  Samol* 


C har  ac  te  ri  ati  c 


Si - n 


fi«i«iL£2£UiaQ 

35.4 

29 

Company  CO 

35.4 

29 

Company  XO 

3.  7 

3 

Company  Training  Officer 

1.  3 

1 

Firat Sargaant 

5.9 

13 

Platoon  Sargaant 

26.  8 

22 

•Aaat.  Platoon  Sargaant 

14.6 

12 

Chaplain 

1.  2 

1 

Othar  Poaition 

1.  2 

1 

Miaaing  Data 

1 

Length  of  Time  In  Preaant  Poaition 

1  month  or  lea  a 

3.  8 

3 

2*6  montha 

41.3 

33 

7  -12  montha 

27.6 

22 

13-18  montha 

11.  3 

9 

19-24  monthB 

8.9 

7 

25  or  more  montha 

7.7 

6 

Miaaing  Data 

3 

Experience  in  TO&tE  Unit 

68.  8 

71 

No 

11.  1 

9 

Miaaing  Data 

3 

Ever  Come  Under  Direct  Fire? 

Yea 

71.  3 

57 

No 

28.  8 

23 

Miaaing  Data 

3 

Number  of  TDP  Pi  a  char  gee  a  Evaluated 

10  or  fewer 

30.  4 

25 

11-20  caaea 

17.  8 

14 

21-40 

19.  1 

15 

41-60 

16.  5 

13 

61-80 

6.4 

5 

81-100 

3.8 

3 

100  or  more 

6.5 

5 

Background  Characterlatlca  of  TDP  Dlachargee  and  Non-Diachargea 
Groupa 

Diachargae  Group  Control  Group 
Characteristic  %  N  %  N 


Ft.  Knox 

49.2 

116 

46.0 

29 

Ft.  Wood 

50,  8 

120 

54,0 

34 

-  Completed  grade  achool 

6,  3 

15 

0,0 

0 

or  leaa 

-  Some  high  achool 

47,  1 

112 

19*0 

12 

-  Completed  high  achool. 

27.7 

66 

46,0 

29 

received  diploma 

-  Completed  high  achool.  GED 

7,6 

18 

11.  1 

7 

-  Some  college 

10,9 

26 

22.2 

14 

-  Completed  college 

0,4 

1 

0.0 

0 

(bachelor's  degree) 

-  Some  graduate  achool 

0,0 

0 

1.6 

1 

Miaalng  Data 

0 

0 

7-8  7.2 

9  12. 2 

10  11.3 

11  19.5 

12  46.6 

13-16  3.3 

Minaing  Data 

Sox 

Male  100,0 

Female  0,0 


Age 

26-32  yeara  old 
23-25  yeara  old 

(continued  on  following  page) 


N.  A. 


100,0 
0.  0 


N.  A. 
N,  A, 


Characteristic 


Dischargee  Group  Control  Group 

%  _ N _  % _ N _ 


Age  (Con't) 

21*22  years  old 

16.7 

37 

20  years  old 

10.9 

24 

19  years  old 

15.8 

35 

1 8  years  old 

25.8 

57 

17  years  old 

19.1 

44 

Missing  Data 

17 

Citizenship 

U.S.  Citizen 

99.  1 

221 

Other 

0.9 

2 

Missing  Data 

15 

Race 

Caucasion  (white) 

76.6 

170 

81.0 

Negroid  (black) 

21.6 

48 

19.0 

Spanish  American 

1.8 

4 

0.0 

Missing  Data 

16 

N.  A. 


N.  A. 


'Only  Caucasian  and  Negroid  were  distinguished.  Thus,  it  is 
possible  that  there  were  Spanish  Americans  or  American  Indians 
who  were  included  under  the  Caucasian  category. 


Engaged 

Married 

Legally  separated  or  divoriced 


Region  oi  country  wl 

grew  up 

Northeast 

South 

Midwest 

Rocky  Mountain 

Pacific  Coast 

Foreign  Country 

Missing  Data 


ii. 


Characteristic 


Dischargee  Group 

ft-  ....  ,N  . 


Control  Group 

& _ II - 


Type  of  Community  in 
which  grew  up 


Large  City  (over  100.000) 

30,  7 

73 

19.0 

12 

Small  City  (20,000-100,000) 

1S.1 

36 

20.6 

13 

Suburb  of  City 

7.1 

17 

12,7 

8 

Small  town  (under  20,000) 

32.4 

77 

26.6 

18 

Rural  area  or  farm 

14.7 

33 

19.  0 

12 

tifttiy^^anausBiJ^eiLgLowlng 

SU2 

English 

96,6 

230 

93.  2 

60 

Spanish 

2,  5 

6 

1,  6 

1 

Portugusea 

0.4 

1 

0.  0 

0 

Spanish  and  English 

0.4 

1 

3.  2 

2 

aatKsAiiiiDtijaiitt.  ,.whcu 
growing  up? 

Yes 

93.  3 

222 

90.  3 

37 

No,  father  deceased 

5.  0 

12 

4.  8 

3 

No,  Mother  deceased 

1.3 

3 

1.6 

1 

Don't  know 

0.4 

1 

3.  2 

2 

Who  live  with  most  of  time 


Parents  tor  mop-parents) 

69.6 

163 

74.6 

47 

Pa  runt  and  stop  parent 

8.  5 

13 

4.  8 

3 

Mother  (or  step-mother)  only 

19.  0 

45 

15.  9 

10 

Father  (or  stop-father)  only 

1  .  3 

3 

1.6 

1 

Other  relatives 

3.4 

8 

1.6 

1 

Other  situation 

1  .  3 

3 

1.6 

1 

Missing  Data 

1 

0 

Number  of  brothers  and  sisters 

(including  step  -brothers  &t 

SlpJsial 

_ 

Brothers 

X*  2.05 

X«  1.83 

S.  D.  *  1.  30 

S.  D.  *  1.60 

Range*  0-8 

Ranges  0- 

6 

D-6 


HMP  H  III  " 


1..^ 


w 


Diachargea  Group  Control  Group 


S.D.-l.  62  S.  Da  1.77 

Range  ■  0-8  Range"  0-8 


Sibling  (total)  X-4.21  XO.96 

S.D.  «  2*48  S>  Dt  *  2.82 

Range*  0-13  Range*  0-12 


you  wag.a.L 

Employed  (full  or  part-time)  48.9  116  69. 8  44 

Enrolled  in  School  or  training  25.7  61  45.0  27 

couraa 


Source  of  recruitment 


Regular  Army 

56.4 

128 

N.A. 

Army  Reaervea 

9.3 

21 

National  Guard 

34.4 

78 

Term  of  anllatmant  (year a) 

6  (Reaervea  and  National 

42.  3 

94 

Guard  only) 

5 

0.5 

1 

N.  A. 

4 

12.2 

27 

3 

41.9 

93 

2 

3.  2 

7 

Mlaaing  Data 

16 

AFQT  Score 

91-100 

2.  8 

6 

81-90 

3.8 

8 

N.A. 

71-80 

6.  8 

15 

61-70 

7.  8 

17 

51-60 

10.  5 

23 

(continued  on  following  page) 


Diachargee  Group  Control  Qroup 

touantarliMr.  —  , - % — . .  7?  . . 

ArQT  SCORE  (Coat'd) 


19.1 

42 

31-40 

30.6 

68 

21-30 

13.7 

30 

11-20 

5.0 

11 

1  -10 

0.5 

1 

Miaaing  Data 

17 

The  Army  group*  AFQT  ecorei  into  five  mental  categorie, 
they  are:  I(scorea  93-100);  ll(acorea  63-92);  lll(acorea  31-64); 
IV  (acorea  10-30);  and  V  (acorea  0-9). 


Rank  in  Army 

El 

64.  1 

190 

E2 

15.0 

34 

E3 

0.9 

2 

Miaaing  Data 

12 

Jtfijuum.  Xuii-ilij  £i&r  &£. 

Attidude,  poor 

35.4 

78 

Aptitude,  low  in 

24.0 

53 

Motivation,  lack  of 

21.7 

48 

Self -diacipline,  lack  of 

19.0 

42 

Miaaing  Data 

17 

D-8 


